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INTRODUCTION
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Describe
the
content
of
the
existing
legislation/regulation
framework
available
at
each
level
of
government
(Federal,
State,
Special
Purpose
District,
County
and
Municipal)
for
controlling
the
nonpoint
discharges
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sediments,
nutrients,
pesticides,
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chemicals
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i
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e
g
o
r
i
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c
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the
present
jurisdictional
framework(i.e.,
State
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County),
outline
what
possibilities
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future
action
are
available
to
each
level
of
government.
This
would
include
an
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of
the
constitutional
limitations
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
n
g
at
e
a
c
h
l
e
ve
l
of
g
o
ve
r
n
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
the
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
of
the
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
/
r
e
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n
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l
e
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regulatory
framework
based
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those
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working
w
i
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t
h
e
p
r
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n
t
f
r
a
m
e
w
o
r
k
Coordination
between
the
Canadian
contractors
and
the
United
States
to
develop
a
standardized
format
for
comparing
the
legislative
and
regulatory
approaches
t
a
k
e
n
i
n
e
a
c
h
c
o
u
n
t
r
y
.
To
achieve
these
tasks,
reports
on
the
controls
in
each
of
the
eight
U.S.
Great
Lakes
States,
the
Federal
government,
and
a
comparison
of
the
controls
between
states
within
the
framework
of
the
Federal
program
are
analyzed.
a
summary
of
each
of
these
reports.
This report presents
The
reader
is
referred
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the
individual
reports
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d
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CHAPTER 2
DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY
GENERAL
This Chapter presents the definitions of the land use activities, the
control components studied and a summary of the methodology used to compile
this study. The land use activities for which centrals are studies are those
that PLUARG has found may cause nonpoint pollution, they arepresented in
priority of concern as identified by PLUARG. The control components are
compatible with those used in the legislative report for the Canadian side of
the Great Lakes Basin. The methodology is divided into three steps——data
collection, analysis, and evaluation and identification of future actions--
for each state and the federal government. These studies become the basis for
the comparison of centrals and their implementation, within the basin.
LAND USE ACTIVITIES
The Reference Group has identified the land use activities which maycon—
tribute to pollution. The activities are grouped into land use categories,
where the priority of concern is identified.1
(1) Urban Areas —— high priority. This category has two land use activities -—
site runoff from construction activities and stormwater runoff. These areas
are the densely settled, built—up areas generally including those economic
activities requiring the concentration of firms and the work force.
(2) Agriculture -— high priority. This category has five land use activities —-
application of pesticides, application of fertilizers, feedlot operations,
erosion from general farm practices, and drainage. An agricultural area is
defined as those lands including structures actively committed to the pro-
duction of food and fibre.
(3) Liquid, Solid and Deepwell Waste Disposal Areas —— high priority. There are
three land use activities —— solid waste disposal, liquid sludge disposal
and deepwell disposal. This category includes those areas used for landfills,
land application of wastewater effluents and the injecting of wastes into
subsurface geological formations.
(4) Transportation Corridors -— medium priority. One land use activity is
considered —— runoff from construction, maintenance and use of transportation
facilities. These facilities include highways and roads, airports, railroads,
and ut 111123: corridors .
  L
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 (5) Shoreline Landfilling Activities —— medium priority. This category has two
land use activities —— land or construction excavations and dredging. There
is no definition as to the distance from the water's edge in which controls
should be enforced.
(6) Extractive Operations —- low priority. Three land use activities have been
identified —— pits and quarries, mining, and the disposal of brines from
oil and gas operations. The land areas covered are those taken by the
removal and primary processing of materials from either bedrock or surface
deposits.
(7) Recreation Areas —- low priority. Three land use activites have been
identified -— runoff related to specific recreational activities, pesticide
use andprivate waste disposal. This category includes public and private
lands designated for recreational use.
(8) Forested Areas -— low priority. Four land use activities have been identified
as sources of pollution —— timber production,woodland grazing, wildlife
management and recreation.
CONTROL COMPONENTS
Research by the contractor and the Canadian contractors has identified six
control components which can be applied in different combinations and to different
degrees in controlling land use activities which have the potential of causing
nonpoint pollution in a specific area. The components identified are:2
PC — Direct Pollution Control -— where a specific activity is controlled by law
ore regulation through prevention or reactive means. Preventive control
is where a proposed or continuing activity mustreceive approval from a
designated agency prior to the implementation, or at periodic intervals.
Reactive control is where an activity may proceed without prior approval,
but is subject to control retroactivity if standards are violated. An
example of a preventive control is requiring a permit for activities
within a specific distance from a lake or stream. A reactive control is
the fining of a governmental highway department for a fish kill that resulted
from inadequate control of runoff froma road construction project.
 
P — Planning —— where a plan of a specific activity must be submitted prior to
implementation of the activity, or where a local or State agency develops
a general or specific plan, including water quality considerations, which
must be followed in approving and/or implementing specific actions. Examples
of this would be a site plan showing the stormwater and site runoff control
measures to be employed during and after development and a comprehensive
land use plan for a locality.
OS - Indirect Control -- where an act or regulation has been implemented for
another major purpose, but will have anindirect impact on controlling
nonpoint pollution. An example of this type of control is the review and
licensing of sanitary landfill operators to insure that the landfill does
not become a health hazard.
ﬂ 
NS - Non—Statutory
Control -- programs
that
are not
in direct
response to a
 
legislative mandate, but which are designed to reduce pollution.
This
includes educational and citizen participation programs and technical
assistance provided to various client groups.
An example is the soil
conservation courses of an agricultural extension agent or a State agency
assisting a locality in developing a comprehensive plan.
Management of Public Lands —- the guidelines adopted by a public agency
on how it will maintain the lands that it owns.
This also includes
how the agency views its responsibilities in responding to the controls
of other public agencies.
An example is the practive of right-of-way
maintenance practiced by a department of transportation and its response
l
to sedimentation controls imp sed by a pollution control agency.
Fiscal Incentives or Disincentives —- where public agencies provide
monetary incentives to other public agencies or private groups or indivi-
duals to assist in the implementation of pollution abatement programs.
A disincentive is where costs are imposed without assistance or an activity
requires payment of an additional tax. An example of an incentive is the
agricultural cost sharing program, while a disincentive is the higher
taxing of an individual who does not provide adequate drainage on his land.
METHODOLOGY
The methodology used in completing this study is made up of the following
components:
0 Inventory of legislation based on literature review and expansion
and refinement by PLUARG and Great Lakes Basin Commission officials
and/or staff
0 Development of a series of reports, one for each state and the
federal government. These are based on the inventory and inter-
views of federal, state and local officials. They present the
organizational and legislative frameworks and the program
implementation.
0 A comparison of state authority within the federal framework
is developed.
 
o A summary of the study is prepared.
The methodology used for each report is presented with report.
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 CHAPTER 3
OVERVIEW
GENERAL
This
Chap
ter
pres
ents
a su
mmar
y of
the
nonp
oint
poll
utio
n co
ntro
l
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and
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Fede
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also
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d.
The summary is divided by land use activity.
The
typ
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of
con
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ls
and
ref
ere
nce
s t
o s
umm
ary
and
det
ail
ed
de—
scription are presented in Table I.
 TABLE
I
SUMMARY:
TYPE OF CONTROLS AND REFERENCES
INSTITUTION
LAND USE ACTIVITY
FEDERAL
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
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PAGE
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URBAN AREAS
 
Construction
Site
Runoff
PC
14
54
PC
15
25
PC
15
24
PC
16
24
OS
16
25
P
16
29
PC
16
24
PC
17
29
NS
PC
NS
P
PC
NS
Stormwater
Runoff
18
54
PC
18
13
PC
18
35
PC
18
32
PC
19
31
19
27
PC
19
31
PC
19
30
PC
19
33
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AGRICULTURE
 
Pesticides
PC
20
56
PC
20
36
PC
21
34
PC
21
31
PC
21
28
PC
21
33
PC
21
31
PC
21
34
NS
NS
Fertilizers
NS
22
57
NS
22
37
NS
22
35
NS
22
37
NS
22
29
NS
22
36
NS
22
32
NS
23
37
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Feedlot
Operations
NS
23
57
PC
23
38
37
PC
24
38
NS
24
30
NS
24
36
NS
24
33
PC
24
36
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Soil conservation districts in all the Great Lakes Basin states provide
soils information and practice standards and specifications to municipalities
and developers to control sediment from construction sites.
In addition,
the districts assist municipalities in the development of sediment control
ordinances.
Construction site runoff is not one of the land use activities analyzed
for the state of Illinois.
In Indiana, there is no statewide regulatory sediment control program
for construction site runoff.
Currently, a bill is before the State legislature, known as the Soil
Erosion Sediment Control Act, that provides authority for the control of
construction activities. This bill calls for: (l) the establishment of a
comprehensive erosion and sediment control program, (2) the development of
guidelines which would set forth erosion and sediment control practices,
and (3) specifications which, when properly applied, will reduce soil loss.
The bill requires plan approval before any land disturbing activity can
commence. The existing State Soil and Water Conservation Committee and the
local SWCD's would be responsible for implementing this Act.
Currently in Indiana, however, there are several authorities which
provide general powers to control to County Drainage Boards, Metropolitan
and Area Plan Commissions and cities, towns and countries. All of these
governmental units focus their efforts on problems other than strict water
quality concerns. As a result, actions taken by these agencies only have
an indirect impact on pollution caused by siterunoff.
At the state level, the Natural Resources Commission has the authority
to regulate construction activities in floodways by virtue of its authority
to issue permits for construction in floodways or on the shoreline of lakes.
In Michigan, under the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Act, the
Department of Natural Resources has the authority to control all major earth
moving activities except those dealing with logging and mining. After 1979
agricultural activities, except plowing and tilling, will be subject to
control. A major earth moving activity is defined as a project that disturbs
one or more acres of land, or is within 500 feet of a waterway.
Local governments are responsible for developing and enforcing local
soil erosion and sediment control programs and designate local enforcement
agencies which must have their soil erosion control program approved by the
state. Any public or private organization or individual who engages in a
major earth change must obtain a permit from the local enforcement agency.
A public agency may become an authorized public agency and control its own
activities.
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rules, a plan must be developed for every earthmoving activity. According
to state officials, insufficient financial resources are allocated to DER
to administer the permit program. Consequently, limited staff are assigned
to this program which weakens enforcement of the program.
In Wisconsin, localities have the authority to control construction
activities through their powers to enact and enforce zoning ordinances,
subdivision regulations, building and sanitary codes and to adopt a develop—
ment plan. Few municipalities have taken steps to pass ordinances that
would control construction site runoff. The few localities which have enforce-
ment powers lack financial resources to implement the program.
There are also two special purpose districts in Wisconsin which have
the authority to control construction site erosion. They are the Inland
Lake Protection Districts and Soil and Water Conservation Districts.
Inland Lake Protection Districts, through the Inland Lake Protection Pro—
gram, have already focused their attention on sediment runoff problems.
The Districts are established to plan, adopt and carry out lakeprotection
and rehabilitation projects. They do not have the power to enact zoning
or lake use ordinances. The Districts receive technical assistance from
the state to develop individual sediment control programs. The impact of
their program remains to be seen.
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) can directly control
construction site runoff through land use regulations. Only one of the
SWCD's in Wisconsin has adopted land use controls. They can also aid in
regulating runoff byassisting cities and villages in developing conserva-
tion and comprehensive plans, and providing information and technical
assistance. The Washington County Project funded as a Great Lakes Demon-
stration grant addresses runoff problems. One of the recommendations
growing out of the project will be model legislation which will create
an easier process of adopting controls by Soiland Water Conservation
Districts.
Wisconsin's Shoreland Zoning Program provides an instrument for
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and local jurisdictions
to control construction site activities in Shoreland areas.
Under the program, DNR is responsible for preparing comprehensive
plans for control of land use activities in Shoreland areas and establish—
ing guidelines for the development of local Shoreland ordinances. Local
jurisdictions are responsible for adopting and implementing ordinances which
comply with the state guidelines. To date, the state has completed
developing its comprehensive planand guidelines. Almost all counties have
adopted or are in the final stages of adopting a Shoreland Zoning Ordinance.
 
  
Stormwater Runoff
The control of stormwater runoff must be looked at from two different
viewpoints: (l) nonstructural, which is an attempt to reduce the amount of
runoff and/or pollutions that ultimately end up ina collection system, and
(2) structural, which is the treatment of the water that is collected.
The responsibility for control of stormwater runoff is traditionally
a local one with no states having control programs. Local activities to
date have primarily been to construct collection facilities, originally
combining stormwater with sanitary sewage but, more recently, placing
emphasis on separating stormwater fromsanitary sewage. Also, in recent
years, some localities have required stormwater management measures in new
developments through zoning and subdivision ordinances. This has led to
the development of retention ponds and the use of other devices to reduce
the amount of stormwater or to mitigate its pollution effect. All state
and local jurisdictions are awaiting the completion of the current Water
Quality Management Plans before they takeany additional action.
The federal government has no direct control over urban stormwater
runoff. The Water Quality Management Planning Program requires that state
and local governments develop solutions to their stormwater runoff problems.
These solutions must be a combination of structural and nonstructural.
Federal flood control requirements also have an impact on stormwater runoff.
In Illinois, the Chicago Metropolitan Sanitary District has recommended
a plan for intercepting a majority of stormwater outfalls, and significantly
reducing the impact of stormwater runoff in Lake Michigan. State and
federal officials are currently reviewingthis plan.
In Indiana, local jurisdictions have the authority to control
stormwater runoff through their zoning and subdivision authority and the
local responsibility to provide public services. Certain special districts
have authority to construct stormwatercontrol facilities. At the state
level, the Department of Natural Resources and the Board of Health are
trying to define and develOp technical solutions. Unfortunately, because
of limited amount of technical knowledge and/or implementation funds, the
state and local jurisdictions have been unable to develop effective control
measures.
In Michigan, local jurisdictions have the authority to control
stormwater runoff through their zoning powers, subdivision requirements,
and their responsibility to provide public services. However, these
authorities have not been effectively used as a control measure for pollution
from urban stormwater runoff in Michigan.
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 Various state and local agencies have the authority through the
Michigan Subdivision Control Act to approve the subdivision of land. This
authority may be used as an indirect method to review developmentplans
to insure proper stormwater control. The use of this Act for this purpose
varies from agency to agency. In addition, the Michigan Drain Code gives
the County Drain Commission authority to control stormwater runoff.
In Minnesota, stormwater runoff is regulated by municipalities, towns,
and/or regional sanitary sewer districts through their responsibility to
build and operate public works which include drains and ditches. Few
localities have attempted to address stormwater runoff.
In New York, the State has authority to issue permits for combined
sewers. Funding for construction of combined sewer systems is not available
at the State level unless it can be shown that combined sewers aremore
cost—effective than a separate system. Due to the small amount of infor—
mation available to the Contractor, the degree to which local jurisdictions
are involved in stormwater control in New York cannot be determined. Local
jurisdictions havethe authority to control and effect stormwater runoff
through their zoning powers, and subdivision requirements, and their re—
sponsibility to provide public services.
In Ohio, municipalities and sewer districts have the authority to
control stormwater runoff. In certain municipalities a separate depart-
ment is established to manage and supervise all public works. Each
municipality is responsible for planning and constructing sanitary and
storm sewer systems.
Local jurisdictions havezoning powers and subdivision requirements
which provide them with the authority to control stormwater runoff. As
in all Great Lakes states, technical solutions to stormwater runoff problems
are in the process of being developed. Until the technical solutions
become available, existing authorities cannot be applied specifically to
resolve this problem.
Stormwater runoff is being given top priority in two Water Quality
Management Plans in Pennsylvania. Local jurisdictions have the authority
to control stormwater runoff through their general zoning powers, subdi-
vision regulations, and through their responsibility to provide basic
public services.
In Wisconsin, stormwater is controlled by one of a number of special
districts: metropolitan sewage districts (MSD); joint sewarage commissions
(JSC); and town sanitary districts. Each district has the authority to 1
plan, construct and operate stormwater sewers. MSDs and JSCs may also treat
stormwater.
l9
  
AGRICULTURE
Pesticides
Federal acts which have an impact on the use of pesticides from a
water quality standpoint are the Federal Environmental Pesticide Control
Act of 1972, controlling the use of pesticides, and the Federal Insecti—
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), controlling the manufacture,
sale, and transportation of pesticides.
Under FIFRA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is given the
authority to classify pesticides, to require the certification of all
commercial and private applicators of pesticides, and to require the states
to submit plans which will contain the standards for certification and the
state agency responsible for administering a certification and monitoring
the program. The EPA must establish standards identifying which, how and
who mayuse pesticides, and the training necessary for the users. These
standards become the basis for the development of the state programs.
The Federal Pesticide Control Act requires EPA to test and certify
all pesticides that are in use and only certify for use those pesticides
that have limited and short-term impact on the environment as a whole.
EPA's funding to carry out this program is limited; therefore, it will be
many years before all pesticides can be tested. This lack of sufficient
testing should not, in the Contractor's opinion, deter from the positive
aspects that are taking place at the state level in terms of the control
of the application of pesticides and the user training programs.
Within the states, the control of pesticides has traditionally been
a function of state government. No activity was identifiedat the local
level in terms of controlling pesticides. The states have encountered
problems in developing their programs, primarily in determining what to
control and how to control it. This difficulty is the result of the lack
of technical information on the impact of chemicals on water quality, and
the requirement for the development of mechanisms to control activities
which in the past have not been regulated.
The problems associated with pesticides were not analyzed for the
state of Illinois.
In Indiana, the State Chemist is responsible for prescribing standards
for certification and issuing operator licenses. This office also develops
the pesticide applicators' training program. The Indiana Cooperative
Extensive Service has primary responsibilityfor conducting the training
program. There are still a substantial number of applicators to certify,
but the program has been well aceepted in the state. The Indiana Pesti-
cide Review Board is responsible for developing regulations with regard to
the transport, storage and disposal of any pesticide or pesticide container.
There appears to be adequate staff to enforce the overall program.
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The use and application of pesticides in Michigan are controlled at
the State level. By law, all pesticides must be registered with the
Department of Agriculture.
All dealers of restricted pesticides, commer-
cial applicators and farmers who apply pesticides must be licensed by the
Department.
Pesticides are controlled in Minnesota by the Department of Agricul-
ture, which operates a crop pest control program. Its activities include
field surveys, inspection and certification of pesticides being moved
interstate and intrastate, and publication and dissemination of information.
The Department is also responsible for regulating the labelling, distribution,
and sale of pesticides. In addition, the Department operates an applicators'
licensing program for commercial applicators. The Department offers nine
categories for licensing. It also has a restricted uSe program. The
Agricultural Extension Service develops and provides the actual training
material. ‘
In New York, the Department of Environmental Conservation establishes
procedures for cleaning and disposing of pesticide containers and unwanted
or unused pesticides. New York is one of the few states that does this.
It also determines which pesticides may be used or restricted and by whom
and how they can be distributed. The Department is responsible for certify-
ing commercial and private applicators.
The Department is anxious to certify and license all applicators and
there appears to be adequate staff to accomplish this. The program is
comprehensive in its approach and uses a mandatory training program to
increase the skills of the individuals handling and applying pesticides.
The distribution, sale, transport, storage and application of pesticides
in Ohio is regulated by the Department of Agriculture which also operates
a training program to certify commercial and private applicators. The
program is in its initial stages of operation with manypolicy decisions
still being made. To keep up with the increasing number of certified
applicators and applicants, it will be necessary for the Department to
expand its program.
The use, distribution, storage, application and disposal of pesticides
is regulated at the state level in Pennsylvania. All pesticides and
pesticide dealers must be registered with the Department of Agriculture.
The Department has developed and is conducting a training program for
applicators, and carries out routine field inspections.
In Wisconsin, pesticide use, sale, distribution and storage are regu-
lated through the issuance of a permit by the Department of Agriculture.
These application permits are handled on a case by case basis and may set
additional restrictions depending upon local circumstances.
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 Wisconsin does not have any direct controls on the application of
fertilizers. The state is currently attempting to obtain better information
on the time, rate and method of application of fertilizers to determine if
there are regulatory or non—regulatory programs that might control the use
of fertilizers. The Agricultural Extension Service does provide information
to farmers on the application of fertilizers.
Feedlots
Under Section 401 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended,
the Environmental Protection Agency operates the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES). This system requirespermits to control
discharges from animal feedlot operations if (1) the feedlot operation has
1,000 or more animal units; or (2) a feedlot operation with more than 300
animal units is discharging pollutants through a man-made conveyance, or
directly into navigable waters. A feedlot operation with less than
300 animal units is not required to have a permit. These smaller operations
are defined as a nonpoint source of pollution, and are subject to best
management practices as requirements are developed and ultimately implemented
by state and local jurisdictions through the Water Quality Management
Planning Program.
The U.S. Soil Conservation Service and the Cooperative Extension
Services operate technical assistance programs that incorporate rural
pollution abatement techniques. Cost share assistance is available from
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service under the Agri—
cultural Conservation Program. In addition, the 1977 Clean Water Act
established an agricultural cost—sharing program to provide technical and
financial assistance to land owners and operators of rural land to install
and maintain measures designed to reduce nonpoint source pollution.
The problems associated with feedlot operations were not analysed for
the state of Illinois.
In Indiana, intensive animal feedlots are regulated by the Stream
Pollution Control Board under the Indiana Confined Feeding Act, which
requires a permit to operate a confined feedlot.
A small staff devotes approximately 60% of its time to the review of
confined feeding control plans and the issuing of permits. Routine
inspection and monitoring are not possible.
There are feedlots in Michigan which meet the size requirement for
the NPDES permit. However, since they irrigate or land dispose of the
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At the Federal level, the control of erosion from agricultural
practices is one of the requirements that must be included in all of the
Water Quality Management Plans currently being developed at the state and
local level. There are two additional programs which provide assistance
to farmers to help control erosion from farm activities. They are the
Agricultural Cost Sharing Program of the Soil Conservation Service and
the Agricultural Conservation Program of the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service. The Soil Conservation Service, under the Agri—
cultural Cost Sharing Program, may enter into contracts of not less than
five years nor more than ten years with owners and operators having
control of rural land for the purpose of installing and maintaining
meas
ures
inco
rpor
atin
g be
st m
anag
emen
t pr
acti
ces
to c
ontr
ol n
onpo
int
sour
ce
pollution. The SCS also has completed soil surveys in the Great Lakes
Basin. The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service utilizes
cost sharing as a method to accomplish soil and water conservation and
to p
reve
nt o
r ab
ate
agri
cult
ure-
rela
ted
poll
utio
n of
wate
r, l
and
and
air.
ASCS shares the costs with farmers, ranchers, and woodland owners of
inst
alli
ng a
ppro
ved
soil
and
wate
r co
nser
ving
poll
utio
n—ab
atem
ent
and
rela
ted
wild
life
-con
serv
ing
prac
tice
s in
acco
rdan
ce w
ith
spec
ifie
d te
chni
cal
stan
dard
s.
Thes
e ar
e pr
acti
ces
whic
h fa
rmer
s ge
nera
lly
woul
d no
t pe
rfor
m
to t
he n
-ede
d ex
tent
with
thei
r ow
n re
sour
ces.
The
rate
of c
ost-
shar
ing
averages between 50—75 percent of the cost.
Whi
le
sev
era
l s
tat
es
hav
e d
iff
ere
nt
typ
es
of
con
tro
ls,
* n
one
of
the
m
dea
l w
ith
til
lin
g a
nd
plo
win
g,
whi
ch
is
by
far
the
gre
ate
st
ear
th
mov
ing
act
ivi
ty
on
a f
arm.
The
U.S.
Soi
l C
ons
erv
ati
on
Ser
vic
e p
rog
ram
of
pro
vid
ing
tec
hni
cal
ass
ist
anc
e b
y d
eve
lop
ing
vol
unt
ary
con
ser
vat
ion
pla
ns
for
ind
ivi
dua
l
far
mer
s t
hro
ugh
loc
al
Soi
l a
nd
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Dis
tri
cts
if
fou
nd
in
all
states.
Th
e
pr
ob
le
ms
as
so
ci
at
ed
wi
th
er
os
io
n
fr
om
fa
rm
pr
ac
ti
ce
s
we
re
no
t
analyzed for the state of Illinois.
In
Ind
ian
a,
the
re
are
no
law
s
spe
cif
ica
lly
dir
ect
ed
at
man
dat
ory
con
tro
l o
f s
edi
men
t.
The
Soi
l a
nd
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Act
doe
s p
rov
ide
Soi
l
and
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Dis
tri
cts
wit
h
the
aut
hor
ity
to
dev
elo
p
pro
gra
ms
and
pla
ns
tha
t w
ill
red
uce
sed
ime
nta
tio
n.
SWC
D's
may
ado
pt
pro
gra
ms
and
pla
ns
tha
t
inc
lud
e
eng
ine
eri
ng
ope
rat
ion
s,
imp
rov
ed
cro
ppi
ng
pra
cti
ces
,
see
din
g a
nd
pla
nti
ng
of
ero
ded
lan
ds,
ref
ore
sta
tio
n,
soi
l s
tab
ili
zat
ion
,
and
run
off
ret
ard
ati
on.
The
y
als
oh
ave
the
aut
hor
ity
to
dev
elo
p
com
pre
-
hen
siv
e
res
our
ce
con
ser
vat
ion
pla
ns
and
to
ass
ist
lan
d
occ
upi
ers
wit
hin
th
ei
r
di
st
ri
ct
s
to
ac
hi
ev
e
re
so
ur
ce
co
ns
er
va
ti
on
ob
je
ct
iv
es
.
Co
ns
er
va
nc
y
Di
st
ri
ct
s
in
In
di
an
a
al
so
ha
ve
th
e
au
th
or
it
y
to
co
nt
ro
l
an
d
pr
ev
en
t
er
os
io
n
an
d
se
di
me
nt
at
io
n.
Co
ns
er
va
nc
y
Di
st
ri
ct
s
ar
e
gi
ve
n
th
e
op
po
rt
un
it
y
to
re
gu
la
te
wa
te
r
po
ll
ut
io
n,
so
il
er
os
io
n,
as
we
ll
as
ot
he
r
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
by
me
an
s
of
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
pl
an
.
Lo
ca
l
go
ve
rn
me
nt
al
un
it
s
ha
ve
th
e
au
th
or
it
y
to
pa
ss
th
ei
r
ow
n
se
di
me
nt
co
nt
ro
l
or
di
na
nc
es
.
Th
er
e
is
a
bi
ll
be
fo
re
th
e
St
at
e
Le
gi
sl
at
ur
e
th
at
wo
ul
d
pr
ov
id
e
er
os
io
n
an
d
se
di
me
n-
*
Se
e
Ap
pe
nd
ix
A,
Al
te
rn
at
iv
e
Pr
ov
is
io
ns
fo
r
Us
e
Wi
th
th
e
Mo
de
l
St
at
e
Ac
t
Fo
r
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control
25
 
 tation controls for agricultural areas as well as urban areas. The
proposed legislation would authorize and direct the State Soil and Water
Conservation Committee to develop and coordinate a comprehensive State
erosion and sediment control program. The Committee would also be respon-
sible for establishing maximum soil losses to be tolerated as standards
for disturbing activities and critical erosion areas and set guidelines
that detail erosion and sediment control practices. The bill requires
everyone engagingin a land disturbing activity to submit a plan for erosion
and sediment control.
In Michigan, the Sediment Control Act provides the State with the
authority to control all major earth moving activities except those dealing
with logging and mining. The implementation of agricultural practices,
however, shall not take effect until January 1, 1979. Agricultural practices
in the context of the Act include all farming operations except the plowing
and tilling of land for the purpose of crop production or the harvesting of
crops. The Act requires a landowner or developer to obtain a permit from an
appropriate enforcement agency prior to a major earth change. An applica-
tion for a permit must be accompanied by anapproved soil erosion and
sedimentation control plan.
A major earth moving activity is defined as a project that disturbs
one or more acres of land, or is within 500 feet of a waterway. Acting
through the Michigan Water Resources Commission, the Department of Natural
Resources is responsible for administration of the Act.
Soil Conservation Districts have the authority to assist in developing
comprehensive conservation plans, making soil erosion control equipment and
material available to landowners and administering soil conservation projects.
Each district receives limited funds from the state and federal government
and sometimes from the Boards of County Commissioners to cover administrative
costs.
In Minnesota, at the state level, agricultural activities that can
cause sedimentation can be abated under the state's general water quality
guidelines and regulations. Local units of government have the authority
to pass their own sediment control ordinances. Soil and Water Conservation
Districts have a specific grant of authority through their enabling legis-
lation to assist in developing comprehensive plans for conservation of soil
and water resources. They haveno authority to enforce the plan. SWCD's,
with cost share and technical assistance from the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service, assist farmers in carrying out conservation plans.
In New York, there are two special purpose districts that have the
authbrity to control erosion from farming activities: Soil and Water Con—
servation Districts and Regional Water Resources Planning Boards. SWCD's
have a variety of planning and implementation powers, including providing
assistance to landowners in preparing and reviewing erosion and sediment
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control plans.
Every individual with a rural holding of over 25 acres
must prepare an individual conservation plan by 1980.
There are no pro-
visions in the law penalizing individuals for non-compliance.
 
Regional Water Resources Planning Boards are responsible for preparing
a comprehensive water and related resources plan.
None of these Boards
receive state funds, and their activities are limited to voluntary efforts.
Local units of government have the authority to pass their own sediment
control ordinances.
In Ohio, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has proposed legis—
lation that would strengthen the control of sediment in the state. The
proposed legislation would empower the DNR to establish rules and procedures
for administration and enforcement of an agricultural pollution program.
The DNR will enter into cooperative agreements with Soil and Water Conser—
vation Districts to obtain compliance with its rules and orders, provide
services and implement a state cost share program.
At the local level, Soil and Water Districts assist landowners and
operators in meeting established soil and water conservation standards
through technical assistance and education services.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources (DER) has
the authority to control erosion from farming practices under the Clean
Streams Act. This Act makes the DER responsible for regulating any activity
which creates a danger of pollution or has a potential for pollution.
The Deparment conducts information, training, administrative and liaison
activities while the Soil Conservation Districts act as agents for DER
providing information, assistance in developing and reviewing conservation
plans and maintaining land use. Districts now seek compliance on a
voluntary basis, but they can be delegated full enforcement powers.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources is studying pollu-
tion problems related to sediment control through its nonpoint source
program. They are hopeful that this program will identify the parameters
which must be controlled in regard to agricultural erosion, so that con—
trols can be developed.
There are two special districts that have potential power to control
erosion from farming practices: Soil and Water Conservation Districts and
those agricultural uses which fall within an Inland Lake District.
Soil and Water Conservation Districts have the authority to control
land use. However, to adopt land use controls, the Districts are required
to have the proposed ordinance pass a referendum and be approved by the
County Board. Only one SWCD has been successful in passing an ordinance
controlling land use. The District is not in the Great Lakes Basin.
SWCD's are thought to be the best institutional structure to strengthen
sediment control in Wisconsin in that the Board of Directors of each
District is made up of elected officials who have direct access to the
elected power within the county.
 
 A special demonstration project in Washington County is developing
a model ordinance intended to improve the abilities of Soil and Water
Conservation Districts to pass sediment control programs. It is being based
on the Shoreland and Flood Plain Zoning Program, which requires that the
State provide an overall management plan and implementation guidelines
for local jurisdictions. The local jurisdictions are responsible for
developing and implementing control ordinances within the state require—
ments. If implemented, the Soil and Water Conservation Districts will still
lack sufficient manpower to assist farmers in developing sediment control
plans and implement them.
The Inland Lake Protection Districts are of limited use in sediment
control from agricultural sources in that they normally cover areas of
residential development in and around a lake and very little agricultural
land is included in them. For those lands that are included, they cannot
provide direct regulation of agricultural activities to control sediment,
but with cost sharing and technical assistance features, they can work
with farmers to develop plans to control sediment and assist in plan
implementation.
It is the Contractor's evaluation that the combination of the nonpoint
source pollution control program and the Washington County Project should
give the State of Wisconsin a comprehensive look at its sediment control
problems, and should provide draft legislation for sufficient authority
to control sedimentation.
Drainage
Drainage has been the responsibility of local or special district
units of government. The major objective of drainage has been to drain wet
agricultural land. Sediment is suspended in the water drained, but an
efficient drain will settle out the sediment. Conflicts arise when a ditch
must be maintained or reconstructed to enable it to carry drainage effec-
tively. Dredging the ditch destroys the aquatic habitat and can cause
sedimentation, which impacts water quality. This is a conflict of use,
aquatic habitat drainage, and sometimes the two uses are incompatible
There has been comparatively little construction of new open drains
to bring new land into production in the Great Lakes Basin in the last
25 to 30 years, and virtually none in recent years. The Federal role in
drainage relates primarily to technical and financial assistance for con—
struction of field ditches and subsurface drains to make existing cropland
more productive and to reduce the flood hazard.
The Federal Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act may have
beneficial water quality effects since measures which encourage the filtering
of water through the soil are required, rather than water washing off the
surface and carrying sediment and sediment associated contaminants, such
as phosphorus, into streams.
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 The Federal Water Bank Act provides financial assistance to landowners
in specific wetland areas to keep wetlands in their natural state rather
than draining them.
 
Problems associated with drainage were not analyzed for the state of
Illinois.
In Indiana, County Drainage Boards under the Drainage Code have the
authority to control and regulate changes within a drainage area which
can alter drainage characteristics. The intent of the code was to drain
wet agricultural land; thus, any effects that act to limit the deterioration
of water quality are indirect. Some of the county drainage boards do not
require erosion control practices such as bank seedings and erosion control
structures. This is particularly true where Federal cost—share funds have
been utilized to implement the erosion control practices. Drainage factors
are also considered by SWCD'swhen preparing soil conservation plans.
Towns, cities, counties, and planning commissions all have a variety
of powers which allow them to regulate land uses and types of structures
built. These powers may also be used to prevent deterioration of water
quality caused from drainage.
In Michigan, the DNR is responsible for all waters of the state,
including waters in legal drains. Local drains are the responsibility of
elected County Drainage Commissioners. Intercounty drains are operated by
a Board of Commissioners made up of the County Drain Commissioners of the
affected counties and chaired by the Deputy Commissioners for Intercounty
Drains of the Michigan Department of Agriculture. Elected Drain Commis~
sioners have the authority to develop plans, maintain drains, and charge
the costs to benefiting owners for the maintenance and construction of the
drains. The programs of the Drain Commissioners are directed toward
maintenance of drains for agricultural purposes—~not toward water quality.
Most counties have either no inspection program or a very small one.
In Minnesota, ng_York and Ohio, local units of government have the
responsibility and authority to regulate drainage areas through a variety
of planning and zoning powers. These powers may indirectly act to prevent
deterioration of water quality caused from drainage. SWCD's consider
drainage factors when preparing erosion and control plans.
In Pennsylvania, local jurisdictions have a variety of powers to
regulate land use and the types of drainage structures built which indirectly
act to prevent deterioration of water quality cause by drainage. Soil
Conservation Districts have the expertise to assist in solving drainage
problems. Drainage practices are factors considered when approving a plan
for development and in issuing a permit to allow earth disturbing activities.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources is responsible for
all waters in the state. Local drains are controlled by Drainage districts
appointed by the County Board of Commissioners. Drainage districts do not
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 Local units of government are actually responsible for operating,
constructing, installing, and acquiring solid waste disposal facilities.
Local health departments are responsible for inspecting each site.
In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources has the authority to
regulate the disposal of solid waste and hazardous wastes. The Department,
in cooperation with county health departments, is responsible for licensing
disposal sites and refuse transportingunits. Licenses are issued based
on DNR minimum guidelines for approval. DNR and local health departments
have the responsibility for inspection of landfill site and transport oper—
ations. Current manpower at both levels of government is inadequate to
implement the program.
The authority to regulate solid waste disposal in Minnesota is divided
between the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and local jurisdic—
tions. MPCA is responsible for setting standards for promulgating regulations
for solid waste disposal, resource recovery, source reduction, and hazardous
waste management programs. Regulations are being drafted for the identifi-
cation, labeling, classification, storage, collection, transportation, and
disposal of hazardous wastes.
The Agency issues permits for solid waste disposal facilities, transfer
stations and resource recovery facilities. It reviews only those applica-
tions for facilities consistent with the approved county solid waste
management plan.
State solid waste regulations require that all permitted sanitary
landfills have an approved groundwater monitoring system. About 80% of
the permitted sanitary landfills in the State have operational groundwater
monitoring systems providing quarterly reports on the quality of groundwater
"upstream" and "downstream" from the disposal area. The remaining sites
are under review. Additional facility surveillance is achieved through
review of monthly operational reports.
Large quantities of hazardous wastes are being generated in Minnesota,
and
the
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of t
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dang
erou
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teri
als
is u
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trol
led.
The Agency is developing a tight control program.
Res
our
ce
rec
ove
ry
fac
ili
tie
s r
equ
ire
a l
arg
e v
olu
me
of
sol
id
was
te
for
pro
per
ope
rat
ion
and
to
be
eco
nom
ica
lly
fea
sib
le.
The
re
is
pre
sen
tly
no
mec
han
ism
to
gua
ran
tee
tha
t a
res
our
ce
rec
ove
ry
fac
ili
ty
wil
l b
e a
ble
to
obt
ain
the
nec
ess
ary
vol
ume
of
sol
id
was
te,
or
to
req
uir
e h
aul
ers
to
del
ive
r s
oli
d w
ast
e t
o e
sta
bli
she
d r
eso
urc
e r
eco
ver
y f
aci
lit
ies
.
Sol
id
was
te
man
age
men
t is
the
res
pon
sib
ili
ty
of
loc
al
gov
ern
men
t i
n
New
Yor
k.
The
Sta
te'
s r
ole
has
bee
n t
o a
ssi
st
mun
ici
pal
iti
es
(te
chn
ica
lly
and
fin
anc
ial
ly)
as
wel
l
as
est
abl
ish
pla
nni
ng
reg
ula
tio
ns
and
enf
orc
eme
nt
of
sol
id
was
te
act
ivi
tie
s.
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t o
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31
  
Conservation's resources do not allow the Department to assist communities
in implementing their plans, except to a limited extent. Furthermore,
there are serious manpower shortages, particularly with regard to inspec—
tion of landfill operations. It is unlikely the State will appropriate
additional funds in the near future.
In Ohio, the authority to regulate the disposal of solid waste is
divided between the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, local health
districts and other units of local government. OEPA is responsible for
overall operation of the State's solid waste management program. The
Agency promulgates regulations and standards which detail procedures for
the licensing of solid waste disposal operations and other procedural
regulations for local health departments. The Agency's activities include
issuing licenses, making on—site inspections and developing a statewide
solid waste management plan.
Counties and municipalities and towns have the authority, by resolu-
tion of their legislative bodies, to provide for the collection and disposal
of garbage and refuse and make appropriate regulations for the construction,
protection, maintenance and use of disposal and collection, recycling or
resource recovery facilities. In general, the powers of municipalities
are much broader than towns or counties due to home rul, although statutory
powers are similar. Health districts are responsible for licensing and
inspecting solid waste disposal sites and facilities. Of the 162 health
districts in Ohio, 92 were issued licenses in 1975.
In Ohio, resource recoveryactivities may be practiced by general
purpose governmental units, or through the creation of special authorities,
by the private sector, or a combination of the public and private sectors.
Ohio has established an independent State agency, the Ohio Water Develop—
ment Authority (OWDA), that is self—financing and self—governing and
within certain limitations may carry out resource recovery activities.
Hazardous wastes are not currently controlled, but legislation is being
developed that would provide for a coordinated and comprehensive program.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources has both
planning and regulatory authority over solid waste disposal. The Depart—
ment may provide technical assistance and pay up to 50% of the required
county and municipal costs of preparing solid waste plans, studies, surveys
and research. County and municipal plans must meetDER rules and regu-
lations regarding transport, storage, collection and disposal of solid
wastes. DER issues permits to use land for solid waste processing or for
a disposal area of a solid waste management system. A license is also
required to transport and dispose of solid wastes in a mine. '
DER is also responsible for administering the State's resource recovery
program. It is a financial incentive program designed to assist munici-
palities in developing resource recovery systems. Unfortunately, shifts
32
 in financial priorities have resulted in the necessary funds being cut
back to implement this program.
In Wisconsin, the Department of Natural Resources conducts the State's
solid waste management program. The Department is responsible for es—
tablishing minimum standards for the location, design, construction,
operation and maintenance of solid waste disposal sites and facilities.
It requires the annual licensing for the operation of solid waste facilities
with emphasis on the technical adequacy of the site and facility design.
In addition, the Department issues compliance orders, makes referrals,
and conducts an education and training program.
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a re
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one—half miles of the corporate limits through planning, zoning and sub-
divi
sion
powe
rs o
f th
e re
spec
tive
gene
ral
purp
ose
gove
rnme
nts.
The
Shor
elan
d
and
Floo
d Pl
ain
Zoni
ng P
rogr
am p
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l o
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33
 Liquid Sewage Disposal
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pro
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liq
uid
was
te
are
pro
mul
—
gat
ed
by
the
Str
eam
Pol
lut
ion
Con
tro
l B
oar
d
(SP
CB)
.
Per
mit
s f
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the
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pro
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p
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 In New York, haulers of industrial wastes must be registered.
Haulers must report the location of pickup and disposal. New York
requires that land treatment be approved by the DEC. The DEC operates
on a case—by—case basis, giving consideration to field topography and soil
characteristics, climatic conditions, crops to be utilized, and water
balances. The State does not approve systems that allow runoff to surface
waters.
The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) and the local health
departments or districts are involved in regulating the disposal of liquid
sewage sludge. The OEPA has not established a standard policy position
on the accepted disposal practices but treats the approval of each sludge
disposal procedure on an ad hoc basis. OEPA has the overall responsibility
of reviewing and approving and issuing permits for the land application
on sludge. Under recently proposed regulations, the requirement for a
solid waste permit if landfills are used for sludge disposal would be
reaffirmed. At the local level, health departments or districts act to
enforce OEPA solid waste regulations and permits. If land application is
used, the regulatory function is the responsibility of the OEPA district
offices.
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Private Sewage Disposal
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p
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P
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p
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p
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p
l
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p
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p
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p
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p
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e
r
a
l
o
t
h
e
r
a
c
t
s
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
t
o
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
g
r
a
n
t
s
f
o
r
c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
v
e
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
w
h
i
c
h
i
m
p
a
c
t
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
s
e
w
a
g
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
b
y
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
e
i
t
h
e
r
(1
)
w
h
e
r
e
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
o
r
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
b
e
b
u
i
l
t
,
o
r
(2
)
w
h
e
r
e
i
t
w
o
u
l
d
b
e
a
c
c
e
p
t
a
b
l
e
t
o
i
n
s
t
a
l
l
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
i
n
t
e
r
m
s
o
f
s
o
i
l
a
n
d
w
a
t
e
r
t
a
b
l
e
.
T
h
e
s
t
u
d
y
d
i
d
n
o
t
e
x
a
m
i
n
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
w
i
t
h
r
e
g
a
r
d
t
o
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
s
e
w
a
g
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
i
n
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
o
f
I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
.
T
h
e
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
s
e
w
a
g
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
o
r
s
e
p
t
i
c
t
a
n
k
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
i
n
I
n
d
i
a
n
a
i
s
a
p
o
w
e
r
a
n
d
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
o
f
t
h
e
l
o
c
a
l
c
o
u
n
t
y
h
e
a
l
t
h
b
o
a
r
d
s
.
T
h
e
y
h
a
v
e
t
h
e
p
o
w
e
r
t
o
a
d
o
p
t
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
a
n
d
o
r
d
i
n
a
n
c
e
s
w
h
i
c
h
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
s
e
w
a
g
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
.
T
h
e
S
t
a
t
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
a
n
d
h
a
s
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
s
e
p
t
i
c
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
.
T
h
e
C
o
u
n
t
y
H
e
a
l
t
h
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
l
y
p
o
o
r
l
y
f
u
n
d
e
d
a
n
d
h
a
v
e
m
i
n
i
m
u
m
s
t
a
f
f
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
t
o
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
a
t
h
o
r
o
u
g
h
a
n
d
r
i
g
o
r
o
u
s
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
f
o
r
s
e
p
t
i
c
t
a
n
k
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
.
T
h
e
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
n
g
b
u
d
g
e
t
s
f
o
r
c
o
u
n
t
y
h
e
a
l
t
h
d
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
C
o
u
n
t
y
C
o
u
n
c
i
l
.
T
h
e
S
a
n
i
—
t
a
r
i
a
n
‘
s
j
o
b
i
s
a
p
p
o
i
n
t
i
v
e
;
t
h
u
s
,
t
h
e
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
s
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
t
o
p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
o
r
p
r
e
s
s
u
r
e
s
.
A
n
d
w
h
i
l
e
p
r
o
f
e
s
—
s
i
o
n
a
l
s
a
n
i
t
a
r
i
a
n
s
a
r
e
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
d
a
c
c
o
r
d
i
n
g
t
o
a
s
e
t
o
f
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
,
i
t
i
s
n
o
t
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
t
h
a
t
t
h
e
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
o
f
"
C
o
u
n
t
y
S
a
n
i
t
a
r
i
a
n
"
b
e
f
i
l
l
e
d
b
y
a
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
sanitarian.
I
n
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
,
t
h
e
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
P
u
b
l
i
c
H
e
a
l
t
h
h
a
s
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
a
m
o
d
e
l
s
a
n
i
t
a
r
y
c
o
d
e
f
o
r
l
o
c
a
l
h
e
a
l
t
h
d
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
s
.
D
N
R
i
s
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e
f
o
r
36
 licensing all persons and vehicles engaged in the cleaning and servicing
of septic tanks.
Local health departments regulate the construction and maintenance of
septic tanks through their authority to adopt sanitary codes. The strict-
ness of these codes varies from county to county. In general, it appears
that a local health department provides a reasonable level of review prior
to the construction of a septic tank. Post—construction surveillance,
however, is not widely performed. Although these deficiencies are largely
attributed to the financial constraints of local health departments, there
are no existing guidelines which require local health departments to fulfill
this ongoing monitoring function.
In Minnesota, the Department of Health, the Pollution Control Agency
and local jurisdictions are involved in regulating private sewage disposal.
The Department of Health has set standards for septic tank systems, which
requ
ire
all
new
and
exis
ting
syst
ems
must
be b
roug
ht u
p to
thes
e st
anda
rds
by J
uly
1, 1
977
in u
ninc
orpo
rate
d ar
eas
and
by
1980
in i
ncor
pora
ted
area
s.
Thes
e re
quir
emen
ts h
ave
been
very
succ
essf
ul i
n co
ntro
llin
g th
e lo
cati
on,
cons
truc
tion
, a
nd u
se o
f in
divi
dual
syst
ems
on n
ew l
ots
and
deve
lopm
ents
.
There have been problems, however, in the older, existing lots which may
have an inadequate septic tank or improper soil.
The
MPCA
staf
f is
work
ing
with
a 46
memb
er C
itiz
ens
Advi
sory
Comm
itte
e
in t
he d
evel
opme
nt
of s
tate
wide
, t
echn
ical
stan
dard
s go
vern
ing
loca
tion
,
con
str
uct
ion
and
use
of
ind
ivi
dua
l s
yst
ems
.
The
se
Age
ncy
sta
nda
rds
are
inte
nded
to p
rovi
de a
lter
nati
ve s
yste
ms w
hich
can
be u
sed
in a
reas
wher
e
the
tra
dit
ion
al
sep
tic
tan
k s
yst
em
wil
l n
ot
fun
cti
on
pro
per
ly.
The
app
li-
cat
ion
of
the
se
sta
nda
rds
to
the
est
ima
ted
10,
000
sep
tic
tan
k s
yst
ems
ins
tal
led
in
Min
nes
ota
eac
h y
ear
wil
l b
e a
n i
mpo
rta
nt
are
a o
f i
nvo
lve
men
t
for the MPCA the next several years.
Loc
ali
tie
s h
ave
the
aut
hor
ity
to
ado
pt
cod
es
or
ord
ina
nce
s w
hic
h
reg
ula
te
pri
vat
e s
ewa
ge
dis
pos
al
sys
tem
s.
A w
ide
ran
ge
of
cou
nty
pro
gra
ms
and
ord
ina
nce
s a
tte
mpt
to
con
tro
l t
he
loc
ati
on
of
ind
ivi
dua
l s
ewa
ge
tre
at-
men
t
sys
tem
s.
A l
ack
of
uni
for
m
enf
orc
eme
nt
has
res
ult
ed.
Som
e
cou
nti
es
hav
e
ver
y
goo
d
pro
gra
ms
wit
h
exc
ell
ent
adm
ini
str
ati
on;
som
e
hav
e n
o o
rdi
—
nance and/or no trained personnel.
In
Ne
w
Yo
rk
,
lo
ca
l
un
it
s
of
go
ve
rn
me
nt
ha
ve
au
th
or
it
y
an
d
ha
ve
pa
ss
ed
ord
ina
nce
s
con
tro
lli
ng
the
ins
tal
lat
ion
of
sep
tic
sys
tem
s.
The
DEC
con
-
tro
ls
the
hau
ler
s
of
sep
tic
slu
dge
s
thr
oug
h
a
sta
tew
ide
per
mit
pro
gra
m.
Th
e
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
bo
th
of
th
es
e
pr
og
ra
ms
is
we
ak
be
ca
us
e
of
un
de
rs
ta
ff
in
g.
In
Oh
io
,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
He
al
th
jo
in
tl
y
wi
th
lo
ca
l
he
al
th
de
pa
rt
—
me
nt
s
or
di
st
ri
ct
s
ha
s
th
e
au
th
or
it
y
to
re
gu
la
te
pr
iv
at
e
se
wa
ge
di
sp
os
al
sy
st
em
s.
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
pr
om
ul
ga
te
s
re
gu
la
ti
on
s
wh
ic
h
es
ta
bl
is
h
mi
ni
mu
m
st
an
da
rd
s
go
ve
rn
in
g
de
si
gn
,
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
,
lo
ca
ti
on
,
re
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
,
op
er
—
at
io
n
an
d
in
st
al
la
ti
on
of
se
pt
ic
di
sp
os
al
sy
st
em
s.
It
al
so
de
ta
il
s
mi
ni
mu
m
st
an
da
rd
s
go
ve
rn
in
g
th
e
is
su
an
ce
of
pe
rm
it
s
fo
r
th
e
in
st
al
le
rs
an
d
cl
ea
re
rs
of septic disposal systems.
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Lo
ca
l
he
al
th
de
pa
rt
me
nt
s
or
di
st
ri
ct
s
ar
e
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
en
fo
rc
in
g
th
e
St
at
e
st
an
da
rd
s
fo
r
se
pt
ic
di
sp
os
al
an
d
ma
y
en
ac
t
mo
re
st
ri
ng
en
t
pr
o—
vi
si
on
s
wh
en
,
in
th
ei
r
es
ti
ma
ti
on
,
co
nd
it
io
ns
in
th
ei
r
di
st
ri
ct
wa
rr
an
t
th
em
.
Th
e
pr
in
ci
pl
e
of
ho
me
ru
le
is
ve
ry
st
ro
ng
in
Oh
io
;
th
us
,
ma
ny
di
st
ri
ct
s
ha
ve
op
ti
on
ed
fo
r
lo
ca
l
va
ri
at
io
ns
in
th
ei
r
co
de
.
Im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
is
a
pr
ob
le
m
wi
th
lo
ca
l
he
al
th
de
pa
rt
me
nt
s
wh
ic
h
ar
e
un
de
rs
ta
ff
ed
.
In
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s
de
ve
lo
ps
ru
le
s
an
d
re
gu
la
ti
on
s
fo
r
ce
rt
if
yi
ng
se
wa
ge
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
of
fi
ce
rs
.
Th
e
Se
wa
ge
En
fo
rc
em
en
t
Of
fi
ce
r
(S
EO
)
is
th
e
on
ly
pe
rs
on
wh
o
ca
n
is
su
e
a
pe
rm
it
to
in
st
al
l
an
on
—l
ot
se
wa
ge
di
sp
os
al
sy
st
em
.
Th
e
of
fi
ce
r
is
ce
rt
if
ie
d
by
th
e
DE
R
an
d
de
si
gn
at
ed
by
mu
ni
ci
pa
l
or
di
na
nc
es
as
th
e
SE
O
fo
r
th
e
mi
ni
ci
-
pa
li
ty
or
lo
ca
l
ag
en
cy
ha
vi
ng
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
in
th
e
ar
ea
.
Ea
ch
mu
ni
ci
pa
li
ty
is
re
qu
ir
ed
to
su
bm
it
to
DE
R
fo
r
ap
pr
ov
al
an
of
fi
—
ci
al
ly
ad
op
te
d
pl
an
fo
r
se
wa
ge
sy
st
em
s
wi
th
in
it
s
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
.
Ea
ch
pl
an
mu
st
co
ve
r
ex
is
ti
ng
se
wa
ge
sy
st
em
s
in
de
ta
il
,
pr
op
os
ed
se
wa
ge
sy
st
em
s
(w
it
hi
n
th
e
ne
xt
10
ye
ar
s)
,
an
d
wh
er
e
no
sy
st
em
s
ex
is
t
or
ar
e
pr
op
os
ed
,
th
e
pl
an
mu
st
in
cl
ud
e
a
la
nd
cl
as
si
fi
ca
ti
on
sy
st
em
to
pr
ev
en
t
on
—l
ot
se
wa
ge
di
sp
os
al
sy
st
em
s
fr
om
be
in
g
in
st
al
le
d
wh
er
e
so
il
s
ar
e
no
t
su
it
ab
le
.
Pr
ov
is
io
ns
ar
e
ma
de
fo
r
gr
an
ts
to
he
lp
wi
th
su
ch
pl
an
ni
ng
.
Wh
en
th
e
Pl
an
is
ap
pr
ov
ed
by
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s,
th
e
lo
ca
l
ag
en
cy
ha
s
th
e
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty
fo
r
ad
mi
ni
st
er
in
g
it
s
pr
og
ra
m,
in
cl
ud
in
g
ac
ce
pt
in
g
ap
pl
ic
at
io
ns
fo
r
se
wa
ge
sy
st
em
pe
rm
it
s,
in
sp
ec
ti
ng
pr
op
os
ed
si
te
s,
re
vi
ew
in
g
pr
op
os
ed
pl
an
s
an
d
is
su
in
g
or
de
ny
in
g
pe
rm
it
s.
Th
e
au
th
or
it
y
to
re
gu
la
te
pr
iv
at
e
wa
st
ew
at
er
di
sp
os
al
in
Wi
sc
on
si
n
is
di
vi
de
d
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Na
tu
ra
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
He
al
th
an
d
So
ci
al
Se
rv
ic
es
,
an
d
lo
ca
l
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
s.
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
He
al
th
an
d
So
ci
al
Se
rv
ic
es
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
es
ta
bl
is
hi
ng
an
d
en
fo
rc
in
g
re
as
on
ab
le
un
if
or
m
St
at
ew
id
e
st
an
da
rd
s,
in
cl
ud
in
g
th
e
si
zi
ng
,
si
ti
ng
,
an
d
de
si
gn
cr
it
er
ia
an
d
th
e
su
bm
it
ta
l
of
so
il
te
st
pl
an
s
and specifications.
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
He
al
th
an
d
So
ci
al
Se
rv
ic
es
mu
st
re
vi
ew
an
d
ap
pr
ov
e
al
l
un
se
we
re
d
su
bd
iv
is
io
n
pl
an
s
fo
r
co
mp
li
an
ce
wi
th
th
e
Se
pt
ic
Sy
st
em
Co
de
.
Th
is
re
vi
ew
lo
ok
s
at
ge
ne
ra
l
so
il
an
d
si
te
in
fo
rm
at
io
n
in
te
rm
s
of
su
it
a-
bil
ity
of
the
soi
ls
to
han
dle
sep
tic
sys
tem
s.
In
ad
di
ti
on
,
a
St
at
e
se
pt
ic
ta
nk
pe
rm
it
mu
st
be
ob
ta
in
ed
be
fo
re
bu
yi
ng
or
in
st
al
li
ng
a
se
pt
ic
tan
k.
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Na
tu
ra
l
Re
so
ur
ce
s
ma
y
pr
o-
hi
bi
t
th
e
us
e
of
se
pt
ic
ta
nk
s
in
an
y
ar
ea
of
th
e
St
at
e
wh
er
e
it
fi
nd
s
th
at
.
it
wo
ul
d
im
pa
ir
wa
te
r
qu
al
it
y.
If
pr
oh
ib
it
ed
,
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
mu
st
re
co
mm
en
d
al
te
rn
at
e
me
th
od
s
of
wa
st
e
di
sp
os
al
.
Th
e
St
at
e
se
pt
ic
ta
nk
pe
rm
it
se
rv
es
on
ly
as
a
bo
ok
ke
ep
in
g
fu
nc
ti
on
,
an
d
mu
st
be
is
su
ed
up
on
th
e
re
ce
ip
t
of
a
permit application and a nominal fee.
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 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS
The control of runoff from transportation facilities varies widely.
Most of it is oriented toward highways and airports, with the only require-
ments on other types of facilities being for the preparation of an
environmental impact statements.
All states are required to implement programs responsive to the Federal
Highway Administration's Erosion Control Program. The program only applies
to state and county roads which receive federal funding. In addition to
this program, only Pennsylvania and Michigan have controls on all roads
regardless of funding source. All these programs deal primarily with the
construction of roads and not with their operation and maintenance, although
Minnesota has controls over the use of salts. This is an area where the
Water Quality Management Planning Program requires the development of
management programs to insure the proper development of controls.
The FAA has requirements for erosion control in the construction and
improvements to airports. All states which receive FAA funding are required
to adhere to these FAA controls.
The study did not examine problems related to transportation corridors
for Illinois. I
In Indiana, the State Highway Commission is responsible for ensuring
all State and county roads which receive federal funding provide for con—
trol of runoff and erosion. Enforcement is by resident inspectors employed
by the State. Public use airports receiving FAA funding must also comply
with runoff controls.
In Michigan, the Department of Transportation ensures compliance with
FHWA's erosion control specifications.
Under the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Act, all earth moving
acti
viti
es a
re r
egul
ated
in t
he s
tate
.
This
incl
udes
the
cons
truc
tion
of
roa
ds
and
oth
er
tra
nsp
ort
ati
on
fac
ili
tie
s.
The
Mic
hig
an
Dep
art
men
t o
f
Nat
ura
l R
esc
urc
es
is
res
pon
sib
le
for
adm
ini
str
ati
on
of
the
Act
, w
hic
h
requ
ires
eros
ion
cont
rols
duri
ng c
onst
ruct
ion,
and
earl
y mu
lchi
ng a
nd
pla
nti
ng
of
cut
s a
nd
dit
che
s,
whi
ch
wil
l r
edu
ce
sub
seq
uen
t e
ros
ion
.
Whi
le
it
is
not
pos
sib
le
to
tel
l h
ow
ben
efi
cia
l t
hes
e m
eas
ure
s w
ill
be,
it
is
gen
era
lly
ant
ici
pat
ed
tha
t a
t t
ran
spo
rta
tio
n c
ons
tru
cti
on
sit
es
ero
sio
n
wil
l b
eco
me
a l
ess
imp
ort
ant
sou
rce
of
sed
ime
nts
in
the
fut
ure
.
In
Min
nes
ota
,
the
Dep
art
men
t
of
Tra
nsp
ort
ati
on
ens
ure
s
com
pli
anc
e
wit
h
FWH
Asp
eci
fic
ati
ons
.
The
re
is
no
wor
kin
g
rel
ati
ons
hip
wit
h M
PCA
and
Min
nes
ota
DOT
to
con
tro
l
run
off
fro
m h
igh
way
s.
Sal
tin
g
is
con
tro
lle
d b
y
a s
tat
ute
whi
ch
app
lie
s
to
all
loc
ali
tie
s
and
lim
its
the
use
of
sal
t
on
curves, hills and bridges.
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In
New
Yor
k,
the
re
is
a M
emo
ran
dum
of
Und
ers
tan
din
g B
etw
een
the
New
Yor
k S
tat
e D
epa
rtm
ent
of
Tra
nsp
ort
ati
on
and
the
New
Yor
k D
epa
rtm
ent
of
En—
viro
nmen
tal
Cons
erva
tion
that
esta
blis
hes
a ba
se o
f au
thor
ity
from
whic
h to
 
cont
rol
runo
ff f
rom
tran
spor
tati
on c
orri
dors
.
The
agre
emen
t s
tipu
late
s
that
ther
e be
cont
inuo
us
coop
erat
ion
betw
een
the
Stat
e DO
T an
d th
e St
ate
DEC throughout the development, evaluation, and implementation of programs
and projects which are promulgated under the legislative authority of
the respective agencies. Each agency furnishes the other with copies of
its long—range plans for the improvement of facilities and services under
its jurisdiction and copies of its current capital program and scheduled
maintenance program.
The Ohio Department of Transportation oversees those aspects of high—
way construction which impact water quality, principally sediment control.
Guidelines for sediment control are promulgated in Ohio DOT. These
guidelines must be followed in construction of any local highway where
federal funds are used. All airport facilities using federal funds must
provide for the control of runoff and erosion as set by FAA standards.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Transportation is responsible for
developing programs assuring adequate, safe and efficient transportation.
With regard to erosion, the Department is responsible for ensuring that
all state and county roads which receive federal funding provide for con—
trol of runoff and erosion as specified by FHWA regulations. Public use
airports receiving FAA funding are also subject to runoff controls.
DER is another agency, through its general grant of authority, which
has the ability to regulate runoff. Any developer who wishes to construct
an airport is required to obtain a permit where his earth moving activities
affect 25 acres or more.
In Wisconsin, FHWA specifications are enforced by the Wisconsin
Department of Transportation through their contracting procedures for
highway construction. The state has no regulations which specifically
focus oncontrol of runoff from transportation corridors.
SHORELINE LANDFILLING
The land use activities identifiedas possible sources of pollution
in shoreline landfilling are construction along the shoreline and dredging.
The Federal government has two acts which require state and local govern—
ments to control pollution from the land use activities on the shoreline.
Under the Coastal Zone Management Act, states, in cooperation with local‘
governments, develop management programs including regulations to insure
that development in the coastal zone of each state is completed in an
environmentally sound manner, and that such development does not create
erosion problems that are detrimental to the activities of man. The Water
Quality Management Planning Program requires local jurisdictions and states
to develop management plans for the control of pollution in all areas,
including the shoreline area.
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 The second section applicable to shoreline actitivities is Section
404 of the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act. It authorizes the
Corps of Engineers (COE) to issue permits to all public and private
agencies wishing to conduct dredging and filling activities in any navi-
gable water. Stateswho desire to administer their own individual and
general permit program may do so if approved by EPA. Federal guidelines
that list requirements for application and approval have not been published.
Under the operating program, COE is required to provide for the con—
sideration of all public concerns environmental, social and economic——in
the decision—making process--to either issue or deny permits.
Along with the discharge of material which has been dredged or
excavated from any waters of the United States, the following types of
activities are also regulated by this program: site development fills for
recreational, industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses; cause—
ways or road fills; dams and dikes; artificial islands; property protection
and/or reclamation devices; beach nourishment; levees; sanitary landfills,
and backfilll required for the placement of structures such as sewage
treatment facilities.
All the states in the U.S. Great Lakes Basin are in the process of
developing their Coastal Zone Management programs, and Water Quality
Management Plans. These plans will be complete in 1978. The development
of these plans under federal regulation will insure a comprehensive approach
to the control of pollution from shoreline landfilling activities.
All states currently have state laws which require that dredging
receive a state permit; and, in the case of Wisconsin and New York, an
environmental impact statement is also required. All states are making
varying degrees of effort in coordinating their dredging permit program
with that of the Corps of Engineers.
The Illinois Department of Transportation is the lead agency in regu-
lating dredging and shoreline construction activities in the state. The
Illinois Department of Conservation, the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency and the Illinois Pollution Control Board must also approve the
dredging permit before it is issued. There is coordination, although not
a specific written agreement, between the IDOT and the Corps of Engineers
for their dual permitting program. The dredging program is working well,
with adequate staffing and finances.
IDOT is also responsible for issuing permits for any construction that
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 required to develop a municipal management program that meets specific re—
quirements developed by the state. The state will certify the municipal
governments meeting those requirements. Financial assistance will be
provided to municipalities for developing and maintaining their coastal
management responsibilities.
In Indiana, the Natural Resources Commission has the authority to
control dredging and land excavation activities. The Commission is respon—
sible for issing a permit for any construction, excavation or alteration
in a floodway. The Commission is also responsible for making a comprehensive
plan of flood control areas. The Commission is empowered to cooperate with
the Army Corps of Engineers with regard to any flood control works.
In Michigan, the Department of Natural Resources and local jurisdic—
tions can regulate dredging, and filling activities. Under the authorities
provided in the Shorelands Protection and Management Act, DNR is responsible
for establishing standards for localities to develop shoreland zoning
ordinances. The localities must adopt shoreland zoning for hazardous and
sensitive areas. The ordinances must meetDNR's standards and approval.
In Minnesota, dredging and filling operations are regulated bya
Corps of Engineers permit program and must comply with the substantive state,
interstate and local water quality standards and effluent limitations.
In New York the Department of Environmental Conservation has the
authority to control dredging and land excavation activities through the
Stream Protection Law.
This Law provides the DEC with the authority to
regulate activities affecting the beds and banks of unprotected streams,
excavations and fills in navigable waters and construction of sizeable
docks. Plans to disturb a stream or navigable waters will not be approved
if the proposal causes unnecessary soil erosion or water pollution.
The Freshwater Wetlands Act regulates draining and/or dredging acti-
vities within any freshwater wetland.
The Act calls for an.inventory of
freshwater wetlands throughout the state.
When the inventory is completed, a permanent regulatory program will
go into effect.
In the meantime, an interim program is in effect which
prohibits anyone from conducting a "regulated activity" in a wetland without
obtaining an interim permit. Permits are granted only if the applicant
can demonstrate that a hardship would be suffered without the permit.
In Ohio, the Department of Natural Resources has authority to control
dredging and land excavation activities through its operation of a permit
program for dredge-and-fill projects.
The Department is the liaison
contact agency within Ohio for all Corps of Engineer projects.
In Pennsylvania, the Department of Environmental Resources has
authority for issuing permits to carry out dredging construction or exca-
vation activities along the shoreline.
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 The Water Obstruction Act also provides DER with a regulatory tool
to control Shoreland filling activities. The Act prohibits construction
of any water obstruction without first obtaining a permit from DER.
In Wisconsin, land disturbing activities along the shoreline are con—
trolled at the state and local levels. The State has control through the
Shoreland and Flood Plain Zoning Program and the Public Inland Lake Pro-
tection and Rehabilitation Program. The programs allow the state to
control shoreline activities through the development of standards, the
provision of technical and financial assistance, and the assurance that
the responsible local units of government will enforce the programs. The
local units of government which implement the Shoreland and Inland Lake
Programs have direct planning and indirect controls over activities along
the shoreline.
The Corps of Engineers and DNR are responsible for approving and
issuing permits to conduct any dredging activities. DNR requires an en-
vironmental impact statement be written and approved before it will issue
a dredging permit. The control of construction, land excavation, and
dredging activities on the shoreline is one of the State of Wisconsin's
stronger programs.
EXTRACTIVE OPERATIONS
 
Pits and Quarries
There are no direct Federal controls over pit and quarry operations.
The control of these activities has traditionally beena function of the
states, wittl a minimal local input. Under the Water Pollution Control
Act Amendment of 1972, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977, designated
state and local agencies are responsible for development of best management
practices for extractive operations.
The U.S. Geological Survey also provides topographic and geological
information to local governments as it relates to mining operations.
Problems with regard to pits and quarries were not examined for Illi-
nois.
In Indiana, pollution problems from sand and gravel quarry operations
are minimal. Operators are not required to obtain a permit to engage in
sand and gravel and quarry operations except when those operations are located
within a floodway. In those cases, permits are issued by the DNR. Dis-
charges from sand and gravel operations, quarries, and mines must beapproved
by the SPCB.
Michigan's control over pits and quarries is limited to requiring
operators of pits and quarries who discharge to have a NPDES permit.
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Problems associated with mining activities were not examined for the
state of Illinois.
In Indiana, mining activities are regulated at the state level by the
Department of Natural Resources. The Department is responsible for issuing
mining permits, approving reclamation plans, and inspecting mine sites.
Under the law, backfilling and grading of strip and surface mining areas is
required. Additionally, peaks and ridges must be graded when adjacent to
public highways and dams. Bonding is also required to insure reforestation
and revegetation for sediment control. Mines are inspected after the area
has been mined and restored. The bond is released at this time if the area
is satisfactorily reclaimed.
In Michigan, mining activities are regulated at the state level through
the Mine Reclamation Act of 1970. This Act applies to all open pit and
surface mining, excluding sand and gravel, peat, and clay operations. The
DNR is responsible for investigating mining activities prior to installation,
establishing regulations and issuing mining permits.
Soil erosion controls are also required through the Water Resources
Commission Act, which requires the Michigan Water Resources Commission to
control pollution of any surface or underground waterways in the state.
This includes the regulation of pollution from mining activities. Action
by the Water Resources Commission is typically initiated as a result ot
public complaints or the findings of special State studies.
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resources and their zones of location, and financial incentives to insure
the proper development of the mineral resources with the greatest degree
of environmental protection and reclamation.
Brines from Oil and Gas
 
There are no direct Federal controls over brines from oil and gas
operations. However, the Safe Drinking Water Act, Part C, requires state
regulation of the underground injection of wastes.
This includes brines
from oil and gas production if underground sources of drinking water are
threatened.
The study did not examine problems associated with brines from oil
and gas operation in Illinois.
In Indiana, oil and gas wells are regulated by the Department of Nat—
ural Resources.
The Department is responsible for establishing standards
and issuing permits for drilling, operating and abandoning wells.
Addi—
tionally, it is charged with inspecting new drilling and plugging operations,
prior to abandonment, during construction of new pits and upon receipt of
a complaint.
In Michigan, oil and gas wells are regulated by the Department of
Natural Resources through the Conservation of Oil, Gas and Mineral Act.
The Department is responsible for issuing permits for drilling of oil and
gas wells.
It also provides technical assistance to complete permit appli—
cations.
In addition, the Department carries out on—site field inspections
during installation.
There are no oil and gas operations in the state of Minnesota.
Conse—
quently, further investigation in this area is unnecessary.
The plugging of oil and gas wells requires a permit in New York.
All
other operations can be completed without controls except for spacing re-
quirements between wells.
In Ohio, the Department of Natural Resources supervises and regulates
all types of oil and gas field operations.
The Department issues permits
which are required for all wells exclusive of those drilled for fresh water.
The Department also issues permits required for plugging wells.
The DNR staff inspects and supervises the drilling and plugging of
all oil and gas wells, and maintains a close lisison with oil and gas oper—
ators, municipalities and the general public.
The inspectors make an
average of 3.8 visits to a site during a construction of a well.
Thereafter,
unless a complaint is filed,
they visit
the well annually.
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 Gas and oil wells in Pennsylvania are regulated by the Department
of Environmental Resources.
The Department is responsible for issuing
permits
for drilling of new wells
and monitors well operations.
The
Department also has the authority to issue leases for exploration and
development of oil and gas wells on state forest and park lands.
Wisconsin has no controls on the disposal of brines from oil and gas
operations.
Recreation
Recreation related activities that have been identified as possible
sources of nonpoint pollution include the use of pesticides, private sewer
systems, and sedimentation runoff from specific types of recreational use.
The reader is referred to the sections on pesticides and private sewer
systems for a discussion of the controls on those respective activities.
However, it should be noted that at the federal level, with regard to pri-
vate sewagedisposal, there are management practices to which the National
Park Service and the National Forest Service must adhere in terms 0f
the provision of sewage disposal the recreational areas that they oper-
ate.
The Water Quality Management Plans must develop plans which will
control sedimentation runoff from specific types of recreational activities.
These plans will be implemented at the local level.
The Federal government does have the authority to administer three
programs which impact nonpoint source pollution generated from specific
types of recreational uses. These are the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Program, Resource Conservation and Development Loan Program, and the
Coastal Zone Management Program. The Land and Water Conservation Act
requires permits for specific types of uses in the National Park System,
and grants to states for the planning, acquisition and development of
outdoor recreation facilities. For the state to be eligible and to receive
a grant, it must complete a comprehensive state outdoor recreation plan
identifying where recreation activities will be pursued and what kind.
The Resource Conservation and Development Loan Program provides tech-
nical cost share and loan assistance to public agencies and others for
public water—based recreation facility development. The program requires
the development of a plan showing the development of a specific recrea—
tional area and that it meets federal planning standards for grant assurance.
The Coastal Zone Management Program, through its requirement for
controls, will insure adequate control over recreational activity in the
coastal zone areas of each of the states.
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 Recreational activities and development related to them have a very
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regulations regarding recreational activities is not a high priority issue
compared to other land use activities affecting water quality.
In Michigan, existing control of recreational activities that could
impact water quality include: zoning and subdivision control powers, the
Shoreland and Flood Plain Zoning Program, and the Coastal Zone Management
Program. The Sediment Control Act also applies to development of recrea—
tional areas. This Act requires that the developer of the recreational
area receive a permit prior to construction. There are no known require—
ments for the operation of a recreational area once it has been developed.
The Coastal Zone Management Program, administered by the DNR, is
designed to assist local communities in controlling recreation activities
so that the environment is not adversely impacted. This assistance is both
technical and financial.
The Department of Natural Resources in Minnesota is responsible for
regulating recreation activities in the state. The Department is respon—
sible for preparing a detailed resource management plan for 20 major
recreational units. These plans will determine the units' best recrea—
tional uses and how to best manage their resources. The Department has
completed the requirement of classifying each of the units, and has pre—
pared a summary of each decision for legislative review. Rules and
regulations have been established for the administration of Natural and
Recreational State parks. The Department is also responsible for admini—
stering the Wild and Scenic Rivers program. Under this program, management
plans are prepared for rivers that are designated as wild and scenic.
Recreational activities in the state of New York are regulated by
two agencies: the Adirondack Park Agency and the Department of Environ-
mental Conservation.
The Adirondack Park Agency has legislative authority to carry out
and regulate recreation within its boundaries. Most of the State parks
and the developed areas of the APA have extensive water quality regulations
controlling lodges, campgrounds and other facilities provided for the
public.
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 The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), the APA and
municipal governments, where appropriate, are responsible for protecting
classified rivers from activities, i.e., recreational uses affecting the
stream banks.
DEC and APA are required by law to make and enforce regulations
necessary to manage, protect, enhance, and control land use in a corridor
(up to one mile wide outside of Adirondack Park and one—half mile inside)
along rivers designated in the State system.
The Stream Protection Law also provides authority to classify streams
in terms of recreational uses. This Act requires that a permit be obtained
for the crossing or use of the stream. Currently, there is no monitoring
or enforcement of the activities of the permits that are issued.
In Ohio, the control of recreational activities falls under the more
generalized controls given to the local units of government. These are
the zoning powers of the general purpose governments, the building inspec—
tion programs, and the Soil and Water Conservation District's programs.
Currently, there are no recreation land use activities creating major
environmental problems in the state.
In Pennsylvania, there has been no significant degradation of land
and adjacent waters caused by recreational land uses. The problems that
do exist are localized and are related to specific types of activities--
i.e., dirt bikes, snowmobiling, hiking. These problems do not occur
throughout the year.
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 of flood control projects, the Corps of Engineers maintains prime re—
sponsibility and provides educational and technical assistance services
to local jurisdictions on how to control and prevent floods.
The Coastal Zone Management Act establishes the Coastal Zone Manage—
ment Program, which requires each state to develop land use control
programs along their coastlines. The implementation of the plans developed
by the states, beginning in 1978, should result in a more uniform control
of lakeshore erosion than currently exists. Currently, Indiana, New York,
Ohio and Pennsylvania have no specific statewide control over the develop-
ment of the lakeshore. These controls are left to the local jurisdictions
through their planning, zoning, and subdivision control powers. The
states of Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin all have Shorelandand Flood
Plain Zoning Programs which require local jurisdictions to develop zoning
programs which meet state standards and are approved by the states. These
zoning programs control development activities in the Shoreland and flood
plain areas and are a model for the Coastal Zone Management Programs.
 
The Illinois Coastal Zone Management Program has completed a detailed
study of Shoreland erosion problems in Illinois. From this study, legis—
lation was drafted (Illinois Coastal Zone Management Act) that would
establish a partnership between state and local governments to control
construction and land modification activities and thus reduct erosion along
the shoreline of Lake Michigan. This Act is currently before the Illinois
General Assembly .
There are two pieces of legislation in Indiana that provide authority
to regulate lakeshore and riverbank erosion. They are the Flood Plain
Management Act, and the Flood Control Act, as amended. Under the Flood
Plain Management Act, the Department of Natural Resources has the authority
to assist local governmental units in identifying and delineating flood
hazard areas and to prepare a statewide Flood Plain Management Program.
The Act gives local governmental units the authority to pass flood plain
management ordinances.
Under the Flood Control Act, the Natural Resources Commission has the
authority to adopt rules and regulations with regard to alteration of a
natural or present water courses. Any person engaging in erecting or
maintaning a floodway as a permanent resident must have a permit which is
issued by the NRC.
In Michigan the responsibility for controlling lakeshore and riverbank
erosion is divided between state and local governments. Authorities are
derived from the Natural Rivers Act, local zoning and subdivision controls,
Inland Lakes and Stream Act, the Shoreland Protection and Management Act,
and the Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act.
In Minnesota, the responsibility for regulating lakeshore and riverbank
erosion is divided between the Department of Natural Resources, municipali—
ties, and counties. Under the Shoreland Management Act, the Department of
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 Natural Resources (DNR) is responsible for promulgating standards and
criteria regarding land use, subdivision, and development of shoreland
areas. Local governments are required to adopt zoning ordinances con—
sistent with the standards.
In New York, the Department of Environmental Conservation has the
ability to control lakeshore and riverbank erosion through its work in
flood hazard areas. However, the Department is primarily concerned with
flood control work and any impact on water quality is indirect. The
passage of a sediment control act should impact lakeshore and riverbank
erosion. This category is also tied to the control of runoff and the
adequate control of land use through zoning and subdivision authority.
In Ohio, erosion from the natural actions of a lake or river, and how
to control it, has not yet been determined. This includes identification
of the relationships between various different land use activities and their
indirect impact on lakes and streams. Without such a determination, con—
trols cannot be developed. The Contractor was unable to identify any
specific controls for lakeshore or riverbank erosion in the state.
In Pennsylvania, the Clean Streams Act does give the state authority
to control all activities in the vicinity of a stream so that specific
permits must be obtained prior to any of man's earth moving activities
that would impact on a stream or the lakeshore.
In Wisconsin, the erosion program for inland lakes is part of a gen-
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The National Forest Act controls the use, occupation, and cutting
of timber in national forests. The U.S. Forest Service regulates
these activities. Regulation is based on the concept of multiple use.
Grazing on federal lands is also controlled and is based on the concept
of the highest use of the land as well as the multiple use concept and
water quality is a minimal consideration. To graze livestock on federal
lands, a permit is required which usually runs for 10 years. The permit
identifies the locations, the seasons of use, and the land capacity for
the grazing to be carried out.
The study did not address forest area activities for the state of
Illinois.
In Indiana, the Department of Natural Resources has the responsibility
of regulating forestry activities in the state. The Department is currently
completing erosion studies to determine critical sediment loss from diff—
erent forest practices.
The focus of the Department's work has historically
been on production rather than conservation of water quality.
Most of the
timber production occurs in southern Indiana-
According to state officials in Michigan, increases in the amount of
timber cutting will not lead to serious increases in sedimentation.
Michigan's forests are, in the first place, usually well—suited for logging
operations.
Their soils are generally not highly erodible.
Furthermore,
the size of individual clearcuts will probably
decreaseand be more care—
fully tailored to the landscape so that harvesting on state forests and,
to a lesser degree, on private lands will be similar to federal guidelines,
which call for a maximum of 25 acre cuts on national forests.
The greatest potential for sedimentation in Michigan comes from haul
roads
(especially at stream corssings)
and skid trails.
Although the
harvest area itself is exempt from the provisions of the Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation Act, haul roads to and from the area are subject to this law.
The application of permit requirements of the Act is expected to provide
better controls over the construction and maintenance of roads.
In Minnesota,
forestry activities are regulated by the DNR.
The
Department is responsible for operating a forest products utilization and
marketing program.
It provides technical assistance and services to
improve the utilization and marketing of Minnesota's forest resources.
Forestry activities
in New York are jointly regulated by the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation and local units of government.
The
Department sets timber cutting standards for good forestry practices which
apply to private and public land.
These standards look at forest areas as
multiple use areas and they consider water quality.
Woodland owners are
not required to follow these practices.
The Department also provides
technical assistance to woodland owners developing management plans.
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Few
ordinances
have
been
adopted.
Those
that
do
exist
are
designed
to
control
growth
in
newly
developing
areas
by
requiring
permits
for
removing
trees
that
exceed
a
designated
trunk
size.
In
Ohio,
the
Department
of
Natural
Resources
is
the
lead
agency
in
regulating
forestry
activities.
The
Department
establishes
guidelines
for
good
forestry
practices
and
operates
a
tax
incentive
program
which
pro—
vides
woodland
owners
who
agree
to
operate
and
maintain
their
property
according
to
certain
standards
a
50%
tax
reduction.
The
owners
are
re-
quired
to
submit
a
management
plan
for
approval
to
the
Forest
Service.
The program is voluntary.
In
Pennsylvania,
the
Department
of
Environmental
Conservation
regu-
lates
the
State's
forestry
activities.
The
Department
establishes
guidelines
for
timber
cutting
and
designates
areas
for
special
uses
such
as
natural
areas,
parks,
picnic
areas
and
administrative
areas.
These
areas
are
not
to
be
managed
for
timber
products.
All
the
timber
that
is
to
be
sold
is
marked
or
designated
in
accordance
with
approved
silvicul—
tural
practices
by
the
local
Forestry
Service.
The
Forester
is
also
responsible
for
making
sure
specifications
for
haul
roads,
skid
roads
and
drainage
structures
are
completed
before
the
sale
operations
begin.
The
Department
also
participates
in
cost
sharing
programs
with
wood-
land
owners.
Professional
guidance
is
available
from
the
District
Forester
for
a
range
of
forestry
activities:
salvage
cutting,
crop
tree
selection,
harvest
and
regeneration betterment,
and
timber stand
improve—
ments.
The Bureau
of Forestry
also
conducts
training
classes
in lumber,
log and tree grading.
In Wisconsin no controls of wildlife management or woodland grazing
on State or county lands have been identified from a water quality stand—
point.
Timber production in public forests is controlled by a set of
regulations which require that a permit be obtained prior to cutting.
To
obtain the permit, a plan must be submitted that reflects the work pro-
posed to be done and limits any clear cutting to a maximum of 50 acres.
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the "Commission." an
d the [soil and wat
er conservation distri
cts],
hereinafter referred to as “districts,” in cooperation with counties,
municipalities, and ot
her local governments
and subdivisions oft
his
State. and other publ
ic and private entitie
s, a statewide compre
hen-
sive and coordinated
erosion and sediment
control program/t'
o"&6ﬁ1'""""'"""
to raduce damage
from Stomwater
funOff. to
serve and
protect land
, water, ai
r, and othe
r resources
of the Stat
e.
retard no
npoint po
llution f
rom sedim
ent and
related p
ollutants
,and
Section 2. [Deﬂnilions.]
(a) “Land-disturbing acitivity“ means any land change which may
result in soil erosion from water or wind and the movement of sediments ---------_-- and sediment rented pollutants
into state waters or onto lands in the State, including, but not limited
to, tilling, clearing, grading. excavating, transporting, and filling
of land, other than federal lands, except that the term shall not
include such minor land-disturbing activities as home gardens and
individual home landscaping. repairs, and maintenance work.
(b) "Person" means any individual, partnership, firm, associa-
tion, joint venture, public or private corporation, trust, estate,
commission, board, public or private institution, utility, cooperatiVe,
municipality, or other political subdivision of this State, any inter-
state body, or any other legal entity.
(c) “State waters" means any and all waters, public or private,
on the surface of the ground, which are contained within, ﬂow through,
or border upon the State of[
] or any portion thereof.
(d) “Erosion and sediment control plan“ or “plan” means a
plan for the control of soil erosionjjnd sediment /ﬁ:§aii3§‘rraﬁa"a"""'""""“'
and Sediment relatEd ponumnts
.
la"(Hummusacmny/.......----.-----------------------------.—------,
stormwater runoff. or accelerated erosion not
(e) “Conservation standards“ or “standards” means standards
rented to a new Iand disturbing activity'
adopted by the Commission or the districts pursuant to Sections 3 and 4,
respectively, of this Act.
if) “Soil erosion" means the wearing away of land by the
action of wind, water, ice, gravity or a combination thereof
(9) “Sediment” means solid particulate matter, mineral or
organic. that has been deposited in water, is in suspension
in water, is being transported, or has been removed from
its site of origin by the processes of soil erosion and
stormwater runoff.
(h) "Sediment related pollutants" means substances such as
nutrients, pestic
ides, pathogens,
and organic mater
ials whic
are
tran
smit
ted
with
or i
n as
soci
atio
n wi
th s
edim
ent.
It a
t
means salts in irrigation return flows and animal wastes.
(12 "Enduring practices“ means those conservation practices
wh ch have a useful life of at least ten years and which
have Substantial public benefits.
   
  
Sect
ion
3. [S
tate
Eros
ion
and
Sedi
ment
Cont
rol
Prog
ram]
(a) T
he C
ommi
ssio
n sh
all,
in c
ooper
ation
with
the
[state
water
quality
contro
l age
ncy]
,and
other
approp
riate
state
and
federal
agenc
ies.
devel
op a
nd c
oordi
nate
a co
mpreh
ensiv
e st
at _;
r_qu
_q_n
_m__
__,_
_-_-
to c
arry
out
the
pon
cy
stat
ed i
n se
ctio
n on
e,
sedime
nt con
trol p
rogra
m/To
assist
in the
develo
pment
of suc
h a pr
o~
gram,
the Co
mmiss
ion s
hall n
ame a
n advi
sory b
oard
of not
less th
an 7
nor m
ore t
han l
l mem
bers,
repres
enting
such
interes
ts as
housin
g,
ﬁnancing
. indus
try, ag
riculture
, recre
ation,
and loc
al gove
rnments
,
and the
ir plan
ning, tr
ansporta
tion, h
ealth, p
ublic w
orks, a
nd zoni
ng
l0 commiss
ions or agen
cies.
ll (
b) To i
mplemen
t this p
rogram,
the Com
mission
shall de
velop a
nd
12 adopt by [(date)]
guidelines for-erosion
-and-sediment—eontroh
which
l3 guideli
nes may b
e revised f
rom time
to time as
may be ne
cessary.
l4 Before adopting
or revising guidelines
the Commission shall
, after
l5 giving due notice,
I conduct public hea
rings on the propose
d guide-
l6 lines or proposed
change in existing gu
idelines. The guidelin
es for
l7 car
rying ou
t the pr
ogram s
hall:
l8 (l)
be based up
on relevant
physical an
d developme
ntal inform
ation
l9 concerning the wa
tersheds and drainage
basins of the State, in
cluding,
20 but not
limited to,
data relatin
g to land u
se, soils, hy
drology, ge
ology,
2l size of
land area
being distu
rbed, proxi
mate water
bodies and
their
22 characte
ristics, tran
sportation,
and public
facilities and
services;
> 23
(2) include
such survey
of lands an
d waters as
may be dee
med ap-
I 24 propriate by
the Commission or r
equired by any applic
able law to
25 identify
areas, inclu
ding multiju
risdictional
and waters
hed areas,
with
26 critical erosion and
sediment problems; and
27
(3) cont
ain con
servatio
n stand
ards for
various
types of
soils an
d
28 land
uses, which
standards
shall inclu
de criteriaL_
t_eghrlig_t_i§s
__a_n<_l____
_____ ’ and
sed1ment
reﬁned p
onutants
.
29 method
s for the c
ontrol of e
rosion’a‘nd-s
ediment/resul
ting'f‘rorrr'
l’a'nd:
30 disturbing‘aet-ivitiesr —
3i ‘ (c) T
he prOgram
and guideli
nes shall be
made availa
ble for pub
lic
32 inspection at the o
ffice of the Commission
.
Section
4. [Distr
ict Eros
ion and
Sedimen
t Contr
ol Prog
ram]
(a) Each di
strict in th
e State sha
ll, within
[ ]
year(s) afte
r
the adop
tion of
the stat
e guidel
ines, de
velop a
nd adop
t a soil
erosion
and sedime
nt control
program co
nsistent wit
h the state
program an
d
~
N
M
V
W
O
F
W
G
guidelines foremsiowand'sedhnene-eormol: To assist in developing its
programfeach district
shall name an advisory
committee of not less
than
7 nor more than ll members representing such interests as housing,
financing. industry. agriculture. recreation, and local governments.
and their planning. transportation, health. public works. and zoning
—
N
"
\
'
f
W
C
N
x
Q
‘Dist
ricts
law~
gener
ally
cont
ain
a def
initi
on oi
‘due
notic
e." I
f the
law
does
not c
onta
in su
ch a
deﬁn
itio
n. o
ne s
hnui
d be
incl
uded
in S
ecti
on 2
of t
his
Act,
o
—
r
N
n
v
n
s
o
r
~
a
o
a
~
o
~
N
M
v
m
_
2
3
2
3
2
2
2
2
:
N
N
N
N
N
~
N
N
M
M
M
M
M
M
—
N
M
V
V
\
\
O
I
\
N
O
~
-. .......v...
v..- 0.”-.
-
c
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
s
o
r
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.
U
p
o
n
t
h
e
r
e
q
u
e
s
t
o
f
a
di
st
ri
ct
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
sh
al
l
as
si
st
in
t
h
e
p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
's
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
U
p
o
n
a
d
o
p
-
t
i
o
n
o
f
it
s
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
sh
al
l
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
f
o
r
r
e
v
i
e
w
a
n
d
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
.
If
a
di
st
ri
ct
fa
il
s
t
o
s
u
b
m
i
t
a
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
w
i
t
h
i
n
t
h
e
p
e
r
i
o
d
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d
h
e
r
e
i
n
,
t
h
e
C
o
m
-
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
sh
al
l.
af
te
r
s
u
c
h
h
e
a
r
i
n
g
s
o
r
c
o
n
s
u
l
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
as
it
d
e
e
m
s
a
p
p
r
o
-
pr
ia
te
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
lo
ca
l
in
te
re
st
s
in
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
,
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
a
n
d
a
d
o
p
t
a
n
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
b
e
c
a
r
r
i
e
d
o
u
t
b
y
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
.
In
a
r
e
a
s
w
h
e
r
e
t
h
e
r
e
is
n
o
di
st
ri
ct
,
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
sh
al
l
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
a
lo
ca
l
un
it
o
f
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
s
u
c
h
as
a
c
o
u
n
t
y
,
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
y
,
t
o
w
n
,
pa
ri
sh
,
b
o
r
o
u
g
h
,
o
r
t
o
w
n
s
h
i
p
to
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
,
a
d
o
p
t
,
a
n
d
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
th
e
e
r
o
s
i
o
n
a
n
d
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
n
d
e
xe
r
c
i
s
e
t
h
e
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ti
es
o
f
a
di
st
ri
ct
wi
t
h
re
sp
ec
t
th
er
et
o,
as
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
in
th
is
Ac
t.
(b
)
T
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
it
s
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
sh
al
l,
w
i
t
h
i
n
[
]
ye
ar
(s
)
af
te
r
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
,
es
-
ta
bl
is
h.
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
w
i
t
h
th
e
st
at
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
n
d
gu
id
el
in
es
,
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
fo
r
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
t
y
p
e
s
o
f
so
il
s
a
n
d
l
a
n
d
us
es
,
w
h
i
c
h
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
sh
al
l
in
cl
ud
e
cr
it
er
ia
.
gu
id
el
in
es
,
_
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
o
f
e
r
o
s
i
o
n
,
a
n
d
-
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
/
r
e
s
u
l
t
i
n
g
-
J
r
o
n
r
-
h
n
d
‘
d
i
s
n
n
‘
b
i
n
g
'
S
u
c
h
co
ns
‘e
‘r
va
ti
on
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
m
a
y
b
e
r
e
v
i
s
e
d
f
r
o
m
t
i
m
e
to
t
i
m
e
a
s
m
a
y
b
e
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
.
B
e
f
o
r
e
a
d
o
p
t
i
n
g
o
r
r
e
vi
s
i
n
g
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
,
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
sh
al
l,
af
te
r
g
i
v
i
n
g
d
u
e
no
ti
ce
,
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
a
p
u
b
l
i
c
h
e
a
r
i
n
g
o
n
th
e
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
o
r
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
in
e
xi
s
t
i
n
g
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
.
(c
)
T
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
n
d
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
sh
al
l
b
e
m
a
d
e
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
f
o
r
p
u
b
l
i
c
i
n
s
p
e
c
t
i
o
n
at
t
h
e
p
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
of
fi
ce
o
f
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
.
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
5.
[
P
r
o
h
i
b
i
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
-
D
i
s
t
u
r
b
i
n
g
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
]
(a
)
E
-
n
c
e
p
t
—
-
a
s
-
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
-
i
n
-
s
u
b
s
e
c
t
-
i
o
n
-
(
e
)
-
e
f
-
d
a
i
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
z
/
n
o
-
p
e
r
s
o
n
m
a
y
e
n
g
a
g
e
in
a
n
y
l
a
n
d
-
d
i
s
t
u
r
b
i
n
g
ac
ti
vi
ty
un
ti
l
h
e
h
a
s
s
u
b
-
m
i
t
t
e
d
t
o
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
a
p
l
a
n
fo
r
e
r
o
s
i
o
n
a
n
d
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
fo
r
s
u
c
h
l
a
n
d
-
d
i
s
t
u
r
b
i
n
g
ac
ti
vi
ty
a
n
d
s
u
c
h
p
l
a
n
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
r
e
v
i
e
w
e
d
a
n
d
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
di
st
ri
ct
,
e
x
c
e
p
t
th
at
(I
)
w
h
e
n
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
l
a
n
d
-
d
i
s
t
u
r
b
i
n
g
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
ar
e
t
o
b
e
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
e
d
o
n
st
at
e
l
a
n
d
s
or
b
y
o
r
o
n
b
e
h
a
l
f
of
a
st
at
e
a
g
e
n
c
y
,
p
l
a
n
s
fo
r
e
r
o
s
i
o
n
a
n
d
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
sh
al
l
b
e
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d
to
th
e
C
o
m
-
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
i
n
s
t
e
a
d
o
f
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
fo
r
r
e
v
i
e
w
a
n
d
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
,
a
n
d
(2
)
w
h
e
r
e
l
a
n
d
-
d
i
s
t
ur
b
i
n
g
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
in
vo
lv
e
l
a
n
d
s
in
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
o
n
e
di
st
ri
ct
.
pl
an
s
fo
r
er
os
io
n
a
n
d
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
co
nt
ro
l
m
a
y
,
as
a
n
al
te
rn
at
iv
e
to
su
b-
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
to
e
a
c
h
di
st
ri
ct
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
e
d
.
be
s
ub
m
i
t
t
e
d
to
th
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
fo
r
r
e
v
i
e
w
a
n
d
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
.
(b
)
U
p
o
n
s
u
b
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
,
o
f
/
u
n
-
o
w
s
i
o
r
r
-
a
n
d
-
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
-
e
m
n
r
o
l
p
l
a
n
to
a
di
st
ri
ct
o
r
to
th
e
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
:
 
“
C
h
n
i
‘
l
l
l
e
é
i
.
A
T
E
!
—
L
n
s
£
l
l
q
d
§
J
D
E
-
U
l
ﬁ
-
-
-
-
-
-
a
n
d
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
.
-
-
-
-
-
u
~
-
-
u
-
-
-
-
-
_
N
o
 
 l6
I
7
1
8
I9
20
2
i
22
2
3
2
4
2
5
26
2
7
28
2
9
3
0
3
]
3
2
33
3
4
3
5
3
6
3
7
3
8
3
9
4
0
4
1
4
2
4
3
44
4
5
4
6
47
48
4
9
50
5
1
5
2
53
5
4
55
5
6
5
7
5
8
59
6
0
6|
62
(l
)
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
s
sh
al
l
re
vi
ew
pl
an
s
su
bm
it
te
d
to
it
an
d
sh
al
l
ap
pr
ov
e
an
y
su
ch
pl
an
if
it
de
te
rm
in
es
th
at
th
e
pl
an
me
et
s
th
e
co
n-
se
rv
at
io
n
st
an
da
rd
s
of
th
e
di
st
ri
ct
.
an
d
if
th
e
pe
rs
on
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
ca
rr
yi
ng
ou
t
th
e
pl
an
ce
rt
if
ie
s
th
at
he
wi
ll
pr
op
er
ly
pe
rf
or
m
th
e
er
os
io
an
Kl
-«
ed
im
em
-e
om
ml
me
as
ur
es
in
cl
ud
ed
in
th
e
pl
an
an
d
wi
ll
co
nf
or
m
to
th
e
pr
ov
is
io
ns
of
th
is
Ac
t;
(2
)
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
sh
al
l
re
vi
ew
pl
an
s
su
bm
it
te
d
to
it
an
d
sh
al
l
ap
pr
ox
-e
an
y
su
ch
pl
an
if
it
de
te
rm
in
es
th
at
th
e
pl
an
is
ad
eq
ua
te
in
co
ns
id
er
at
io
n
of
th
e
Co
mm
is
si
on
‘s
gu
id
el
in
es
an
d
th
e
co
ns
er
va
ti
on
st
an
d-
ar
ds
of
th
e
dis
tri
ct
or
dis
tri
cts
in
vo
lv
ed
,
an
d
if
th
e
pe
rs
on
re-
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
ca
rr
yi
ng
ou
t
th
e
pl
an
ce
rt
iﬁ
es
th
at
he
wil
l
pr
op
er
ly
pe
rf
or
m
th
e
co
ns
er
va
ti
on
me
as
ur
es
in
cl
ud
ed
in
th
e
pl
an
an
d
wil
l
co
n-
fo
rm
to
th
e
pr
ov
is
io
ns
of
th
is
Ac
t.
(C
)
Wh
en
a
pl
an
su
bm
it
te
d
fo
r
ap
pr
ov
al
un
de
r
th
is
se
ct
io
n
is
fo
un
d.
up
on
re
vi
ew
by
a
dis
tri
ct
or
the
Co
mm
is
sr
on
,
to
be
in
ad
eq
ua
te
,
the
dis
tri
ct
or
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
,
as
the
ca
se
ma
y
be,
ma
y
re
qu
ir
e
su
ch
mod
ifi
cat
ion
s.
ter
ms.
an
d
con
dit
ion
s
as
wil
l
per
mit
ap
pr
ov
al
of
the
pla
n.
(d)
An
ap
pr
ov
ed
pla
n
ma
y
be
ch
an
ge
d
by
the
dis
tri
ct
wh
ic
h
has
ap
pr
ov
ed
the
pl
an
or
by
the
Co
mm
is
si
on
wh
en
it
has
ap
pr
ov
ed
the
pla
n.
where:
(l)
in
sp
ec
ti
on
ha
s
re
ve
al
ed
the
in
ad
eq
ua
cy
of
the
pl
an
to
ac—
co
mp
li
sh
th
e
er
es
ie
n-
an
d-
se
di
me
ne
-m
ro
l-
ob
je
ct
iv
es
of
th
e
pl
an
,
an
d
ap
pr
op
ri
at
e
mo
di
fi
ca
ti
on
s
to
cor
rec
t
the
def
ici
enc
ies
of
the
pl
an
are
ag
re
ed
to
by
the
pl
an
-a
pp
ro
vi
ng
au
th
or
it
y
an
d
the
pe
rs
on
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
for
ca
rr
yi
ng
ou
t
the
pla
n;
or
(2)
th
e
pe
rs
on
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
for
ca
rr
yi
ng
ou
t
the
ap
pr
ov
ed
pl
an
fin
ds
tha
t
be
ca
us
e
of
ch
an
ge
d
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s
or
for
ot
he
r
re
as
on
s
the
ap
pr
ov
ed
pl
an
ca
nn
ot
be
eff
ect
ive
ly
car
rie
d
out
.
an
d
pr
op
os
ed
am
en
d-
me
nt
s
to
the
pla
n,
co
ns
is
te
nt
wi
th
the
re
qu
ir
em
en
ts
of
thi
s
Ac
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Section 2/ [Mméloréngr
- Rep0H3.1nd' Merria
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and Inspe
ctions.]
(a)
Land
distu
rbinq
activ
ities
invol
vinq
aqric
ultur
al
or s
ilvi
cult
ural
acti
viti
es.
Any
pers
on o
wnin
g, o
ccup
ying
,
or ope
rating
privat
e agri
cultur
al and
silvic
ultura
l land
s
who h
as a
farm
or ra
nch c
onser
vatio
n pla
n app
roved
by th
e
distr
ict
and
is im
pleme
nting
and m
ainta
ining
such
plan
with
respe
ct to
norma
l ag
ricul
tural
and s
ilvic
ultur
al
activ
ities
, or
any p
erson
whose
norma
l ag
ricul
tural
and
silvicultural pra
ctices are in con
formance with the
conser-
vation standards
established pursu
ant to this Act,
shall
be deemed to be in compliance with the requirements of the
act for an appro
ved erosion and s
ediment control p
lan.
If there is not available to any such owner, operator, or
occupier at least
50 percent cost-s
haring assistance
or
technical assistance for the installation of enduring measure
which are required in an approved farm or ranch conservatior
plan, or for measures to conform agricultural and silvicul-
tural practices to conservation standards established
pursuant to this Act, any such owner, occupier, or operator
who shall fail to install such measures shall not be deemed
to be in violation of the Act and subject to penalties under
this Act. In connection with such agriclutural or silvi-
cultural operations, the district, or the commission where
appropriate. may, upon its own motion or upon receipt
of a complaint, make such on site inspeCtions as are deemed
necessary
to determ
ine wheth
er the op
erations
are being
carried out in ac
cordance with the
conservation plan
or with
the co
nserva
tion s
tandar
ds est
ablish
ed pur
suant
to thi
s Act.
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t
o
H
.
t
a
'
t
a
On site i
nspection
s may be
made afte
r notice
to the re
si-
dent owner; operator, or occupier of the land involved.
and such
person sh
all be gi
ven an op
portunity
to accom-
pany t
he ins
pector
. If
_such
inspec
tions
reveal
that a
n
owne
r,
oper
ator
, or
occu
pier
of a
gric
ultu
ral
or s
ilvi
cult
ural
lands
is no
t com
plyin
g wit
h the
appro
ved f
arm o
r ran
ch
cons
erva
tion
plan
or i
s no
t ca
rryi
ng o
ut h
is a
gric
ultu
ral
and
silv
icul
tura
l p
ract
ices
in c
onfo
rman
ce w
ith
cons
erva
tion
stan
dard
s es
tabl
ishe
d pu
rsua
nt t
o th
is A
ct,
such
owne
r,
oper
ator
, or
occu
pier
shal
l be
noti
fied
by r
egis
tere
d ma
il
addr
esse
d to
him
at h
is u
sual
abod
e or
cust
omar
y pl
ace
of
bus
ine
ss
of
the
mea
sur
es
nee
ded
for
com
pli
anc
e.
Such
not
ice
shal
l r
equi
re t
hat
such
resi
dent
owne
r, o
ccup
ier,
or o
pera
tor
shal
l co
mmen
ce s
uch
meas
ures
with
in 6
mont
hs f
rom
the
date
oi
the
not
ice
and
shal
l c
omp
let
e t
he
sam
e w
ith
in
12
mon
ths
of
such
date
. U
pon
fail
ure
to c
ompl
y wi
th s
uch
noti
ce,
the
owne
r, o
ccup
ier,
or o
pera
tor
will
be d
eeme
d in
viol
atio
n of
this
Act
and
subj
ect
to t
he p
enal
ties
prov
ided
by t
his
Act.
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(b)
(a) ltd-disturbing activities ’where
respect to approved plans for erosion and sediment control in connec-
tton with land~disturbing activities which involve the issuance of a
permit
is /-'mt-d.
With
grading, building. or other permitl‘n'ie"aeifniCEEJiﬁg'aﬁthiﬁ'5h3i1}2::::ﬂggﬁ§rgt2ﬁgtl2"?‘erosion
and sediment cantor] mans
provide for periodic inspections of the land-disturbing activity to
insure compliance with the approved plan, and to determine whether the
measures required in the plan are effective in controlling erosion and
sediment resulting from the land-disturbing activities. Notice of such
right of inspection shall be included in the permit. lf the permit-
issuing authority determines that the permittee has failed to comply
with the plan. the authority shall immediately serve upon the permittee
by registered mail to the address specified by the permittee in his
permit application a notice to comply. Such notice shall set forth the
measures needed to come into compliance with such plan and shall specify
the time within which such measures shall be completed. If the permittee
fxiis to comply within the time specified. he shall be deemed to be in
videtion
of
this
Act
upon
conviction
shall
be
New
to
the
penalties
provided
by
the
£53.
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r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
o
-a
approv
ed by
the di
strict
be sub
mitted
with t
he per
mit
application. Such authority shall also
 
were?
anagrams
;7:55:75
; -.w
--.m
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(c)
{creaky-Warm
With respect to app
r0ved plans for ero
sion
and sedime
nt control
in connecti
on with al
l other la
nd~disturbin
g
activities,wepuasgri
etdww--artd.-farn\in
g_opcratiomp the dis
trict.
or the Comm
ission in c
onnection w
ith plans ap
proved by
it, may requ
ire
of the person respons
ible for carrying_o_u_t
__t_h_e_pla_n_§uc_il_mgg
ﬂgdgg_____
and reports.
and may/mil
ieusuciro—nt
site inspec
tions after
notice to th
e ’
resident ow
ner. occupi
er, or ope
rator, as
are deemed
necessary t
o
determine whether the
soil erosion and sedim
ent control measures
re-
quired by the approved
plan are being properl
y performed, and whet
her
such measures are ef
fective in controlling
soil erosion and sedi
ment
resulting from the
land~disturbing activit
y. Such resident ow
ner,
occupier. or operator
shall be given an oppo
rtunity to accompany
the
inspectors. If it is determined that there is failure to comply with
the approved plan, the district, or the Commission where appropriate,
shall serve upon the person who is responsible for carrying out the
approved plan a notice to comply, setting forth the measures needed
to be taken and specifying the time in which such measures shall be
completed. Such notice shall be by registered mail to the person re-
sponsible for carrying out the plan at the address specified by him in
his certiﬁcation at the time of obtaining his approved plan. Upon
failure of such person to comply within the specified period, he will
be deemed to be in violation of the Act and subject to the penalties
provided by the Act.
(c;.AgxieuJI-uraL-u»cl-far.est¢y—-9pualitm5r-WitIh--respect-
1o
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[Ord
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Gove
rnme
ntal
Unit
s,]
Loca
l g
ove
rnm
ent
al
unit
s,
suc
h a
s c
oun
tie
s a
nd
mun
ici
pal
-
iti
es
may
, u
nde
r a
uth
ori
ty
of
this
Act
or
oth
er
aut
hor
ity
,
enact
ordina
nces r
equiri
ng loc
al pro
grams
consis
tent w
ith,
and n
ot le
ss st
rict
than,
the r
equir
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this
Act a
nd
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es and
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ted pu
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(b)
The
Comm
issi
on
is a
utho
rize
d to
make
gran
ts
of f
unds
to d
istr
icts
to c
arry
out
the
purp
oses
of t
his
Act,
inc
lud
ing
, b
ut
not
lim
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d t
o,
cos
t s
har
ing
ass
ist
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e f
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en
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ng
me
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ur
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pol
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an e
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or f
rom
any
land
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acti
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fil
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n c
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h t
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per
mit
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sui
ng
auth
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conn
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Com
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n c
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pla
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app
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dis
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Upo
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shal
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isio
ns
of
Sec
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n 6
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a c
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othe
r re
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or o
ther
laws
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
GENERAL
The purpose of this analysis is to provide the States, the involved
Federal agencies and the Pollution From Land Use Activities Reference
Group (PLUARG) with enough evaluated information to permit them to make
sound decisions on legislative/regulatory measures to reduce pollution
from land use activities. Chapter 2 is a comparison of the state and
federal programs pertaining to each land use activity. Chapter 3 is
an analysis of the information summarized in Chapter 2.
The individual state and federal reports provide the basic informa—
tion summarized, compared and analyzed in this Report. To that the
Contractor has added his evaluation of the best and least control authori-
ties, the adequacy of implementation and needed future actions (in addition
to any proposed by state agencies) for each land use activity. For greater
simplicity the control components in this Report are aggregations of those
in the state and federal reports, as follows:
Direct controls - includes direct pollution control, non—
statutory control and management of public
lands.
Indirect controls — includes planning, indirect control and
fiscal incentives or disincentives.
No controls
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the improved technical assistance mandated in the 1977 Clean Water Act,
and continuing technical research which provides the basis for controls.
The states of Michigan and Pennsylvania, while they have the best
authorities to control construction site runoff, indicated that they need
additional staff to insure adequate implementation. Therefore, they are
seeking new funding mechanisms which will allow them to strengthen their
programs and insure adequate implementation.
In the states of Minnesota, New York, and Wisconsin, state officials
indicated there would be attempts to improve the authority currently
available to control construction site runoff. In Wisconsin, the
Washington Country project is attempting to develop controls which are
based on the Wisconsin Shoreline Protection Act. If successful, the state
will develop guidelines and local jurisdictiOns will develop and implement
programs within the state guidelines. In New Yorkand Minnesota, officials
indicated that additional authority is needed for the adequate control of 1
construction site runoff. They are waiting on the results of the federally
required Water Quality Management Plans currently being developed by state
and local planning agencies before they attempt to design a control
program and request any additional authority and the funding necessary to
impl
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controls is a combination of federal guidelines and technical research
combined with state and local planning and implementation. The federal
government also provides financial and technical assistance for program
development under the Water Quality Management Planning Program.
Within the states, the responsibility for control of stormwater runoff
has traditionally been a local one. To date, the local activity has been
primarily to construct stormwater collection facilities. These facilities
originally combined the stormwater with sanitary sewage, but recently the
emphasis has been on separating the stormwater from sanitary sewage. Also
in recent years some localities have required stormwater management measures
in new developments through their zoning and subdivision ordinances. All
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is
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 At
the
sta
te
and
loc
al
lev
el,
the
con
tro
l o
f t
he
app
lic
ati
on
of
pes
tic
ide
s h
as
tra
dit
ion
all
y b
een
a s
tat
e f
unc
tio
n.
All
the
sta
tes
are
dev
elo
pin
g c
ont
rol
pro
gra
ms
tha
t w
ill
mee
t t
he
fed
era
l s
tan
dar
ds.
The
se
pro
gra
ms
inc
lud
e t
he
lic
ens
ing
and
tra
ini
ng
of
com
mer
cia
l a
nd
pri
vat
e
app
lic
ato
rs
of
pes
tic
ide
s,
reg
ula
tio
ns
reg
ard
ing
the
tra
nsp
ort
, s
tor
age
and
disp
osal
of p
esti
cide
s an
d pe
stic
ides
cont
aine
rs,
and
the
regi
stra
tion
and
labe
llin
g of
all
pest
icid
es.
No a
ctiv
ity
at t
he l
ocal
leve
l wa
s
identified.
Two
sta
tes
hav
e b
est
pro
gra
ms
in
ter
ms
of
aut
hor
ity
.
New
Yor
k h
as
the
most
comp
rehe
nsiv
e pr
ogra
m an
d ha
s ad
equa
te
impl
emen
tati
on r
esou
rces
to i
nsur
e th
at a
ll a
spec
ts o
f th
e pr
ogra
m ar
e be
ing
carr
ied
out.
This
prog
ram
is i
mple
ment
ed b
y th
e De
part
ment
of E
nvir
onme
ntal
Cons
erva
tion
in c
onju
ncti
on w
ith
the
Agri
cult
ural
Exte
nsio
n Se
rvic
e.
It p
rovi
des
for
cont
rol
of e
very
aspe
ct o
f pe
stic
ides
from
manu
fact
ure
thro
ugh
tran
spor
tati
on,
stor
age,
appl
icat
ion
and
disp
osal
, an
d in
corp
orat
es a
cont
inui
ng t
rain
ing
program. Indiana also, in the Contractor's opinion, has a best control
prog
ram
espe
cial
ly i
n th
e ar
ea o
f li
cens
ing
and
trai
ning
of a
ppli
cato
rs.
The state emphasizes this particular aspect of pesticide control and makes
adequate resources available.
All known problems are in the area of implementation. Only Indiana
and New York have, in the Contractor's opinion, applied adequate resources
to the control of pesticides. Michigan and Wisconsin do not have an
adequate information base to make an evaluation of their implementation.
Minnesota, Ohio, and Pennsylvania are providing, in the Contractor's
opinion, inadequate resources for implementation. The federal government
also needsto provide additional resources to implement its authority,
especially in the testing of pesticides for use certification.
Officials in Indiana and Michigan indicated that they see no change
in the authority or the degree of implementation that they are currently
practicing. The Contractor suggests that Michigan attempt to obtain
adequate information on the implementation of its program, so that state
officials may have an adequate picture on the degree of implementation in
their state. The states of Minnesota, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania
have
all
indi
cate
d th
at t
hey
inte
nd t
o im
prov
e th
e im
plem
enta
tion
of t
heir
control programs. The Contractor suggests that Ohio and Pennsylvania
prov
ide
addi
tion
al f
undi
ng f
or p
rogr
am i
mple
ment
atio
n si
nce
with
addi
tion
al
resources, it is not likely that these states will achieve adequate control
over pesticide use. Wisconsin recognizes that it does not yet fully have
the technical base in which to implement a comprehensive control program
for pesticides. Therefore, it is currently carrying out a program of
research to identify the pesticides problems in the state and identify the
best method for implementation of a control program for pesticides.
Fertilizers
Table IV presents the Summary of Findings for each state and the
federal government for the control of the use of fertilizers., Only in
the state of Michigan is the level of nutrients enteringthe streams and
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w
m
"
A
lakes from the use of fertilizers identified and it is a problem of low
magnitude. In remaining states the magnitude of the problem, if any,
caused by fertilizers usage is unknown. Since fertilizers enter the water
through sediment, the control of erosion from farm practices will have
a great impact on reducing pollution from fertilizers. The control of
agricultural erosion is discussed in a subsequent section.
Controls are all indirect. Federal government has no controls over
the use of fertilizers; however, the Soil Conservation Service provides
technical assistance to farmers related to fertilizer usage. At the state
level, the primary control of the use of fertilizers is through the
Cooperative Extension Service of the agricultural college in each state.
The Extension Service gives soil tests and provides advice to farmers
for the use of fertilizers. It is the consensus of the state officials
interviewed that fertilizers can cause water quality problems, but their
control must be on a site by site basis. Therefore, it is virtually
impossible to develop a statewide control program that will have a signifi—
cant impact. In addition, state officials feel that the rising prices of
fertilizers will makemisuse less likely and will reduce any water quality
impacts.
The combination of advice on fertilizer usage, and the increasing
price of fertilizer are, in the Contractor's opinion, the only practical
controls on the use of fertilizers. Direct controls are difficult to
develop. The Agricultural Extension Service in each state is working from
an adequate technical base to provide advice. This, coupled with the
technical assistance provided by federal agencies, make moot the question
of authority irrelevant unless new methods for direct control are developed.
Degree of implementation is unknown. The federal government and the
state of Michigan could not provide adequate informationto determine the
degree of their implementation. The degree of implementation in the
remaining states could not be assessed since the magnitude of the problem
was unknown.
The federal government, along with the states of Indiana, Michigan,
Ohio and Pennsylvania, has proposed no additional actions for the use of
fertilizers. Minnesota, New York and Wisconsin reported that they will be
conducting additional research to gain better knowledge of the effects of
fertilizers on water quality. This is especially true concerning the time
and usage of fertilizer for each type cropand field topography. Once
this information is available, the state officials indicated they will be
able to assess if controls are needed and where.
Feedlot Operations
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act requires that feedlot operations
of more than 1,000 animal units or with morethan 300 animal units who are
discharing a pollutant into navigable waters must receive a permit for the
discharge of their pollutants. All states in the Great Lakes Basin are
12
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13
 implementing a permit program which meets the federal requirements.
Feedlot operations that are smaller than the sizes mentioned above are
defined as nonpoint sources of pollution and are the subject of this
discussion. The current programs are summarized in Table V, which includes
program evaluation and future actions.
The problem, programs, and needed future actions vary widely through
the Basin. Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin have identified
pollution from feedlot operations as a serious or moderate problem in
their states. The remaining states see it as a problem of low magnitude.
Current programs vary from no controls in Wisconsin and Michigan to voluntary
guidelines in New York and Ohio (all states of least control) to a permit
program for any discharge in Indiana, which is identified as having the
best controls in the Basin. The Water Quality Management Plans should
identify additional authorities needed. Implementation information is
lacking in all states except Indiana, Ohio and the federal government where
additional resources are needed. Implementation improvements are planned
in all states except Michigan with additional research suggested in those
states where implementation information is lacking.
Erosion from Farm Practices
 
Table VI presents the Summary of Findings on the control of erosion
from farm practiCes. All states except Minnesota, which has little farming
activity in the Great Lakes Basin, identified water pollution problems
from erosion from farm practices to be moderate to serious.
Current control programs do not address plowing and tilling activities,
but there are direct and indirect controls over other types of farm practices
that could cause pollution. Direct control is in the form of permits for
earth moving activities. Indirect controls are conservation plan require—
ments including technicalassistance for plan preparation and cost share
assistance for plan implementation. Educational services are also an
indirect form of control. Indiana, Minnesota, Ohio and the federal governmem
have onlyindirect controls. Minnesota and the federal government provide
technical and cost share assistance. Indiana and Ohio have pendinglegis—
lation which, if passed, will provide state agencies with direct controls.
All states implement indirect controls through local special districts.
Pennsylvania has the best program, while Indiana and Ohio have the least
control.
Implementation is inadequate in New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin
and at the federal level. Indiana, Michigan and Minnesota do not have
sufficient information to evaluate program implementation. Future actions
are proposed in each state with proposals for additional authority in
Indiana, New York, Ohio and Wisconsin. All states and the federal govern-
ment seek to improve implementation of their programs. The Contractor
suggests that Indiana and Michigan develop monitoring programs to provide
state officials with adequate implementation information.
14
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Drainage
 
Table VII presents the Summary of Findings on the control of agri-
cult
ural
drai
nage
.
All
the
stat
ed i
dent
ifie
d an
y po
llut
ion
prob
lems
;
tha
t c
ome
fro
m a
gri
cul
tur
al
dra
ina
ge
to
be
of
low
mag
nit
ude
.
The
fede
ral
gove
rnme
nt p
rovi
des
indi
rect
cont
rol
of p
ollu
tion
from
‘
agri
cult
ural
drai
nage
thro
ugh
the
prov
isio
n of
tech
nica
l an
d co
st s
hare
;
assi
stan
ce a
nd e
duca
tion
.
All
stat
es a
lso
prov
ide
indi
rect
cont
rol
thro
ugh
tech
nica
l as
sist
ance
that
is p
rovi
ded
thro
ugh
Soil
and
Wate
r Co
nser
vati
on
Dis
tri
cts
and
Dra
ina
ge
Dis
tri
cts
.
In
add
iti
on,
whe
re
agr
icu
ltu
ral
soi
l
cons
erva
tion
plan
s ar
e de
velo
ped,
drai
nage
is a
cons
ider
atio
n in
the
comp
le-
tion
of s
uch
a pl
an.
Loca
l zo
ning
and
subd
ivis
ion
ordi
nanc
es a
lso
addr
ess
drainage problems, and these are oriented toward urban development.
All states utilize their local governments, either general purpose or
spec
ial
dist
rict
s,
to i
mple
ment
thei
r pr
ogra
ms.
In a
ddit
ion,
the
stat
es o
f
Mich
igan
, Ne
w Yo
rk,
Penn
sylv
ania
and
Wisc
onsi
n ha
ve g
iven
a st
ate
agen
cy
authority over all the waters in the state. These agencies then become
involved in the control of agricultural drainage from a water quality
standpoint. This often leads to a conflict between drainage agencies with
responsibilities to maintain a drain, where the maintenance has the
potential to disturb water quality, and the state agency charged with
maintaining their water quality.
Since no state has direct control over drainage from a water quality
standpoint, no best or least control authority is identified. In terms of
implementation of the indirect programs, the federal agencies could, in the
Cont
ract
or's
opin
ion,
use
addi
tion
al m
anpo
wer
to a
ssis
t f
arme
rs i
n pr
ovid
ing
tech
nica
l as
sist
ance
and
educ
atio
nal
serv
ices
. M
ichi
gan
and
New
York
have
sufficient information to the implementation of their programs. In both
these cases, it is found that the local districts and what resources the
stat
e ap
plie
s to
the
cont
rol
of d
rain
age
are
inad
equa
te.
Indi
ana,
Minn
esot
a,
Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin do not have sufficient information avail~
able to evaluate the implementation of their programs. This is primarily
the result of program implementation at the local level and the lack of a
monitoring system to provide state officials with adequate information. It
is questionable, in the Contractor's opinion, that an extensive monitoring
system is required.
LIQUID, SOIL AND DEEPWELL DISPOSAL
Solid Waste
Table VIII presents the Summary of Findings relating to the control
of solid waste disposal. New York, Ohio and Pennsylvania officials
indicated that they felt the water quality problems resulting from the
disposal of solid waste to be moderate to serious. Michigan, Minnesota
and Wisconsin officials thought that the magnitude of the water quality
problems resulting from the disposal of solid waste to be low. Indiana
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o
f
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i
c
i
a
l
s
d
i
d
n
o
t
f
e
e
l
t
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a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
i
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
t
o
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
t
h
e
m
a
g
n
i
t
u
d
e
o
f
t
h
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
f
r
o
m
s
o
l
i
d
w
a
s
t
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
.
T
h
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
o
f
s
o
l
i
d
w
a
s
t
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
f
o
r
a
l
o
n
g
t
i
m
e
t
h
e
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
of
l
o
c
a
l
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
,
p
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y
the
l
o
c
a
l
h
e
a
l
t
h
d
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
s
.
In
the
past
decade,
there
has
been
a
trend
by
the
state
and
federal
g
o
ve
r
n
m
e
n
t
s
to
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
in
the
control
of
solid
wa
s
t
e
disposal.
Federal
participation
is
both
direct
and
indirect.
The
federal
government
has
established
standards
controlling
the
disposal
of
solid
and
hazardous
wastes.
These
standards
include
the
construction
and
operation,
trans—
portation,
treatment,
storage
and
disposal
facilities.
These
standards
are
used
to
evaluate
state
implementation
programs
which
must
be
certified
by
EPA.
Upon
certification
EPA
provides
financial
assistance
to
the
state
to implement its program.
At
the
state
level,
all
of
the
states
have
direct
controls
for
the
disposal
of
solid
wastes.
This
is
in
response
to
the
federal
program,
where
all
states
have
developed
programs
to
meet
the
federal
requirements.
An
additional
federal,
state
and
local
cooperative
effort
is
the
development
of
the
Water
Quality
Management
Plans
required
by
federal
statute.
Here
again
the
federal
government
is
providing
standards
for
the
disposal
of
wastes,
and
the
state
and
local
governments
are
required
to
develop
programs
that
they
can
implement
to meet
the federal
requirements.
State agencies
are
working
with
local
jurisdictions
to
implement
their
solid waste
disposal
programs.
The local agencies provide manpower for review and recommendation
of licensing facilities and the licensed facilities.
The control of hazard-
ous wastes is being accomplished by state agencies with limited involvement
of local agencies.
The state of Wisconsin is identified as having the best solid waste
management program in the Great Lakes Basin.
The state establishes minimum
standards for the location, design, construction, operation and maintenance
of solid waste disposal sites and facilities. In addition, annual licensing
of the operation of a solid waste facility is required. These standards
and licensing requirements are combined with an education training program
to upgrade the knowledge and expertise of local officials and facility
operators. Counties and localities implement the program through a locally
developed solid waste management plan and control system which meets the
rstandards. The state also has a solid waste recycling authoritywhich
assists in the development of waste resource recovery systems. The state
is experiencing problems, however, in the implementation of a hazardous
waste disposal program. Due to the presence of federal requirements, no
state in the basin is identified as having the least or no control. All
have developed programs that are responsive to the federal requirements and
are in the process of implementing them.
In terms of the implementation of the state's program, insufficient
information is available for the federal government and Minnesota to .
evaluate how well they are implementing their programs. In Indiana, with
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p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
is
un
kn
ow
n.
Mi
ch
ig
an
,
Ne
w
Yo
rk
,
Oh
io
an
d
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
al
l
mu
st
pu
t
ad
di
—
ti
on
al
re
so
ur
ce
s
to
wa
rd
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
th
ei
r
pr
og
ra
ms
.
In
ma
ny
in
st
an
ce
s
th
e
em
ph
as
is
ne
ed
s
to
be
pl
ac
ed
on
ha
za
rd
ou
s
wa
st
e
pr
og
ra
ms
,
bu
t
so
li
d
wa
st
e
is
al
so
a
co
nt
in
ui
ng
pr
ob
le
m.
On
ly
in
Wi
sc
on
si
n
is
th
er
e
ad
eq
ua
te
implementation.
Of
fi
ci
al
s
in
Mi
ch
ig
an
,
Mi
nn
es
ot
a
an
d
Wi
sc
on
si
n
in
di
ca
te
d
th
at
th
ey
do
no
t
se
e
an
y
ch
an
ge
s
fr
om
th
ei
r
cu
rr
en
t
pr
og
ra
m.
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ra
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or
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im
pl
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on
im
pr
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ts
n
e
e
d
to
b
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p
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.
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b
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b
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ra
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at
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ra
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ra
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.
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ra
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Authority Evaluation:
BC — Best Control
LC - Least Control
Implementation Evaluation:
+
-
Adequate
implementation
—
-
Inadequate
implementation
NI
—
Inadequate
information
to
complete evaluation
Future Action:
A
—
Authority
Improvement
I — Implementation
NO — No action
NA — Not applicable
NI — Information not available
NC — No change
R
—
A
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
n
e
e
d
e
d
.
**Best Control and Least Control is
determined at the State level within
the Framework 0F federal requirements
  
 Pro
gra
m i
s r
equ
ire
d t
o a
ddr
ess
the
dis
pos
al
of
liq
uid
sew
age
slu
dge
and
com
e u
p w
ith
ade
qua
te
man
age
men
t p
lan
s.
The
se
pla
ns
mus
t b
e a
ppr
ove
d b
y
the
EPA
bef
ore
was
te
wat
er
fac
ili
ty
con
str
uct
ion
fun
ds
and
poi
nt
sou
rce
per
mit
pro
gra
ms
can
be
per
man
ent
ly
imp
lem
ent
ed.
A m
ore
dir
ect
con
tro
l o
f
the
fed
era
l g
ove
rnm
ent
is
the
Con
str
uct
ion
Gra
nts
Pro
gra
m w
hic
h r
equ
ire
s
tha
t f
or
eac
h w
ast
e w
ate
r t
rea
tme
nt
fac
ili
ty
bui
lt,
spe
cif
ic
slu
dge
man
age
men
t p
lan
s t
hat
hav
e a
deq
uat
e p
rov
isi
on
for
the
dis
pos
al
of
liq
uid
sewage sludgemust be developed.
All
sta
tes
hav
e s
ome
typ
e o
f d
ire
ct
con
tro
l o
ver
dif
fer
ent
asp
ect
s
of
the
dis
pos
al
of
liq
uid
sew
age
slu
dge
.
Ind
ian
a a
nd
Mic
hig
an,
thr
oug
h
sta
te
age
nci
es,
lic
ens
e h
aul
ers
of
liq
uid
sew
age
slu
dge
and
req
uir
e t
he
iss
uan
ce
of
per
mit
s f
or
the
dis
pos
al
of
ind
ust
ria
l l
iqu
id
was
tes
.
New
Yor
k h
as
a s
tat
e a
dmi
nis
ter
ed
pro
gra
m t
hat
req
uir
es
the
lic
ens
ing
of
hau
ler
s o
f l
iqu
id
sew
age
slu
dge
.
Min
nes
ota
reg
ula
tes
the
dis
pos
al
of
liq
uid
sew
age
slu
dge
and
is
dev
elo
pin
g r
egu
lat
ion
s r
ela
ted
to
the
lan
d d
isp
osa
l
of
slu
dge
.
In
Ohi
o,
the
re
are
con
tro
ls
ove
r t
he
lan
d a
ppl
ica
tio
n o
f s
ewa
ge
slu
dge
, w
hic
h a
re
adm
ini
ste
red
thr
oug
h a
com
bin
ati
on
of
sta
te
and
loc
al
aut
hor
iti
es.
Pen
nsy
lva
nia
onl
y h
as
con
tro
ls
ove
r t
he
dis
pos
al
of
ind
ust
ria
l
was
tes
,
and
con
tro
ls
thr
oug
h a
per
mit
pro
gra
m t
he
lan
d a
ppl
ica
tio
n o
f s
ewa
ge
slu
dge
.
The
se
are
spe
cif
ica
lly
rel
ate
d t
o i
ndu
str
ial
was
te
dis
pos
al.
Wis
con
sin
has
dir
ect
and
ind
ire
ct
con
tro
l o
f s
lud
ge
dis
pos
al
in
the
flo
od
pla
in
and
sho
rel
ine
are
as
thr
oug
h
its
sho
rel
ine
and
flo
od
pla
in
zon
ing
pro
gra
m.
Thi
s p
rog
ram
req
uir
es
sit
e a
ppr
ova
l b
y t
he
sta
te
bef
ore
slu
dge
may
be
dis
pos
ed.
The
sta
te
has
als
o i
ssu
ed
a s
et
of
rul
es
for
the
man
age
—
men
t o
f s
lud
ge,
whi
ch,
whi
le
not
car
ryi
ng
the
wei
ght
of
the
off
ici
al
reg
ula
tio
ns,
do
pro
vid
e g
uid
eli
nes
whi
ch
man
y o
per
ato
rs
of
slu
dge
dis
pos
al
facilities follows.
Non
e o
f t
he
pro
gra
ms
in
the
Gre
at
Lak
es
Bas
in
are
ide
nti
fie
d a
s
hav
ing
the
ade
qua
te
aut
hor
ity
for
the
con
tro
l o
f l
iqu
id
sew
age
slu
dge
.
The
ade
qua
te
con
tro
l o
f l
iqu
id
sew
age
slu
dge
dis
pos
al
sho
uld
inc
lud
e
reg
ula
tio
n o
f t
he
hau
lin
g o
f s
lud
ge,
the
con
str
uct
ion
and
ope
rat
ion
of
dis
pos
al
fac
ili
tie
s a
nd
the
lan
d a
ppl
ica
tio
n o
f s
lud
ge.
Non
e o
f t
he
sta
te
pro
gra
ms
add
res
s a
ll
of
the
se
typ
es
of
con
tro
ls.
The
sta
te
of
Wis
con
sin
is
ide
nti
fie
d a
s h
avi
ng
the
lea
st
con
tro
l,
sin
ce
the
ir
onl
y d
ire
ct
con
tro
l
cov
ers
the
flo
od
pla
ins
and
sho
rel
ine
are
as,
and
onl
y g
uid
eli
nes
are
ava
ila
ble
to
fac
ili
ty
ope
rat
ors
on
a v
olu
nta
ry
bas
is.
 
Eva
lua
tio
n o
f t
he
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
of
the
cur
ren
t
fed
era
l p
rog
ram
,
Mi
nn
es
ot
a,
Ne
w
Yo
rk
an
d
Oh
io
pr
og
ra
ms
wa
s
no
t
po
ss
ib
le
du
e
to
in
su
ff
ic
ie
nt
inf
orm
ati
on.
The
Wis
con
sin
pro
gra
m
can
not
be
eva
lua
ted
sin
ce
the
mag
nit
ude
of
the
pro
ble
m
is
unk
now
n;
the
ref
ore
,
the
suc
ces
s
of
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
pro
gra
ms
can
not
be
det
erm
ine
d.
Mic
hig
an‘
s
pro
gra
m h
as
ade
qua
te
sta
ffi
ng;
the
ref
ore
,
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
see
ms
to
be
ade
qua
te.
Ind
ian
a a
nd
Pen
nsy
lva
nia
are
sho
rt
of resources in their implementation programs.
No
inf
orm
ati
on
was
ava
ila
ble
to
ide
nti
fy
the
fut
ure
act
ion
s
pro
pos
ed
by
the
sta
tes
for
Ind
ian
a
and
Wis
con
sin
alt
hou
gh
all
of
the
sta
tes
wil
l
be
loo
kin
g
tow
ard
the
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y
Pla
ns
as
gui
del
ine
s
for
imp
rov
ing
the
ir
pro
gra
ms.
Mic
hig
an
did
not
see
tha
t
the
y w
oul
d
hav
e
any
cha
nge
in
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s.
 t
h
e
i
r
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
t
o
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
i
q
u
i
d
s
e
w
a
g
e
s
l
u
d
g
e
.
O
h
i
o
o
f
f
i
c
i
a
l
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
t
h
e
n
e
e
d
f
o
r
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
,
e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y
i
n
t
h
e
a
r
e
a
o
f
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
s
a
n
d
t
h
e
l
a
n
d
f
i
l
l
i
n
g
o
f
s
l
u
d
g
e
.
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
o
f
P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
a
l
s
o
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
t
h
e
n
e
e
d
f
o
r
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
i
e
s
,
e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
t
o
t
h
e
h
a
u
l
e
r
s
o
f
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
s
.
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
a
r
e
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
a
t
t
h
e
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
l
e
v
e
l
,
e
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y
i
n
p
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
t
o
s
t
a
t
e
s
,
a
s
t
h
e
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
M
a
n
a
g
e
—
m
e
n
t
P
l
a
n
s
a
r
e
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
a
n
d
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
b
e
g
i
n
s
.
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
s
o
f
M
i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a
a
n
d
N
e
w
Y
o
r
k
a
l
s
o
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
t
h
a
t
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
w
o
u
l
d
b
e
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
t
o
a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
l
y
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
t
h
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
o
f
l
i
q
u
i
d
s
e
w
a
g
e
s
l
u
d
g
e
i
n
their states.
The
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
o
r
suggests
that
in
addition
to
the
future
actions
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
by
the
states,
W
i
s
c
o
n
s
i
n
complete
its
technical
studies
so
that
it
may
identify
the
magnitude
of
the
problem
in
the
state
and
develop
appropriate
controls.
The
Contractor
also
suggests
that
controls
be
developed
in
each
state
so
that
they
have
a
complete
program
for
controlling
the
hauling,
land
application
of
sewage
and
industrial
wastes,
and
the
oper-
ation
of
disposal
facilities.
Private Sewage Disposal
All
states
except
New
York
identified
water
quality
problems
resulting
from
the
private
sewage
disposal
as
being
moderate
to
serious.
Officials
in
New
York
felt
that
they
do
not
have
adequate
information
to
determine
the
magnitude
of
the
water
quality
problem
created
by
private
sewage
disposal.
The
federal
government
has
indirect
control over
private
sewage
dis—
posal
through
its
Water
Quality
Management
Planning
requirements
for
state
and
local
governments.
As
mentioned
earlier,
this
program
is
currently
in
the planning stage which will determine the best management agencies and
practices for private sewage disposal control.
Additional federal indirect
programs relate to the federal funding of comprehensive planning which will
identify the areas where private sewage disposal systems may be located.
Traditionally, the control of private sewage systems has been a function
of local health departments, which review the plans and the installation
of the system. Once the system is installed there is very little follow-up
vinspection to insure proper operation. After a period of years, most
systems become faulty and begin to cause water quality problems.
All states have a combination of state and local control, with the
local agencies having primary responsibility for approving and supervising
the installation of private sewage disposal systems. In general, the
requirement at the local level is the same in all the states, but the role
of the state agencies varies. In all cases, the state 15 prov1d1ng
guidelines, model legislation, or requirements for standards that a local
program must meet. The states also provide technical ass1stance and
educational services where resources permit.
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I
 The
states
of
Minnesota
and
Pennsylvania
have
the
best
programs
in
the
Basin.
In
both
cases,
the
local
jurisdictions
have
prime
responsibility
for
implementing
controls
on
private
sewage
disposal,
but
the
strong
points
of
their
program
are
the
involvement
of
state
agencies
which
provide
necessary
-technical
and
manpower
support
to
the
local
programs.
In
both
cases,
the
state
has
identified
specific
guidelines
which
a
local
jurisdiction
must
meet.
The
outstanding
feature
of
the
Minnesota
program
is
a
requirement
that
not
only
newly
installed
private
sewage
disposal
systems
must
meet
the
standards,
but
that
existing
systems
must
also
meet
the
standards.
The
enforcement
of
these
provisions
seems
to
have
a
significant
impact
on
improving
the
operation
of
private
sewage
disposal
systems
in
the
state.
Pennsylvania,
on
the
other
hand,
seems
to
have
developed
a
good
state
and
local
working
arrangement
for
the
control
of
sewage
disposal.
The
program
requires
that
the
state
certify
sewage
enforcement
officers
at
the
local
level,
and thateach
locality must
submit
for
state approval
an officially
adopted
plan
for
sewage
system
installation with
its
jurisdictions.
This
plan must
identifyareas where private sewage disposal systems will be
allowed.
Thestates of Indiana, Michigan and Wisconsin have the least controls
over private sewage disposal systems.
This least control is primarily a
function of the degree of state involvement in the program to provide
guidance and assistance to local implementing agencies. The state of
Wisconsin is completing a detailed study of alternative courses of action to
improve its control of private sewage disposal and should improve its auth—
ority significantly in the near future.
In all states, including those with the best programs, implementation
varies widely at the local level. The Contractor's evaluation of the
implementation in all states is that it is inadequate since it focuses
only on plan approval and initial inspection during installation of
systems with no state having a program designed to have a regularly sche—
duled inspection program.
The federal government proposes to continue to improve its implemen—
tation as the Water Quality Plans are completed and require certification
by the EPA. The state of Michigan did not see that they would be making
significant changes in their program in the near future. The states of
Indiana, New York, Ohio and Wisconsin reported that they would be seeking
to develop new legislation and/or regulations to improve their programs.
In all cases, these improvements in legislation will result in greater
state involvement in the control of private sewage disposal with local
jurisdictions continuing to have the primary responsibility.
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CHAPTER 3
ANALYSIS
This chapter presents a summary of the analysis of the information
developed in Chapter 2. Tables XXII through XXVII are distillations of
the individual land use activity tables in Chapter 2. Tables XXII and
XXIII show the totals by the magnitude of the problem. Tables XXIV and
XXV do the same by state, and Tables XXVI and XXVII by land use activity.
Table XXVIII compares the priority originally established for the
study with the severity of the problem actually found. It shows good 1
correlation for the best known categoriesbut hindsight would cause a few
changes in others. Based on the state ratings, extractive operations and
lakeshore and riverbank erosion might move up the priority scale. Shore-
line landfilling would probably now drop to a lower priority. The severity
of extractive operations, however, is heavily weighted by the Pennsylvania
ratings, yet only a small part of that state is in the Great Lakes Basin
and that part has a less severe problem in extractive operations than the
state as a whole. Table XXIX presents the general order of problem magni~
tude based on the state ratings.
Table XXX compares the magnitude of the problem with the type of
control used. As the problem decreases so does the percent of direct
and indirect controls and the percent of cases with no controls increases.
Only when the magnitude of the problem is unknown do indirect controls
outnumber direct controls. This table indicates that the states are
generally concentrating their best type controls on the most serious prob—
lems.
Table XXXI makes a similar comparison between the magnitude of the
problem and the institutional level exercising the control. At serious
or moderate levels the controls are mostly at both state and local levels.
When the problems are of unknown or low magnitude, the controls are mostly
at state level only. The four serious problems controlled only at state I
level are feedlot operations in Indiana and all three extractive activities
in Pennsylvania. Local participation in those controls may or may not be
feasible. The four moderate problems controlled only at the local level
are construction site runoff in Ohio and Indiana, stormwater runoff in
Illinois and erosion from farm practices in Ohio. These problems are
common to a number of other states which have established state controls
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p
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direct
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indirect
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no
control
case
resulted
from
the
consideration
of
a
pending
program
which
should
produce
the
best
controls,
but
reflecting
the
current
no
control
situation
as
well.
Table
XXXIII
similarly
compares
the
institutional
level
of
control
with
the
contractors
authority
evaluation.
The
four
cases
of
Least
Control
handled
only
at
the
local
level
are
the
same
as
the
moderate
problems
on
Table
XXXI
and
seem
ameniable
to
improvement..
It
may
not
be
feasible
to
strengthen
the
six
best
controls
exercised
only
at
state
level
by
adding
local
participation.
They
include
pesticides
(IN,
NY),
feedlots
(IN),
transportation
runoff
(NY),
dredging
(IL)
and
brines
from oil and gas (PA).
TableXXXIV
compares
the
tvpes
of
control
with
the
adequacy
of
implementation.
There
is
a
higher
percent
of
the
adequate
cases
which
are
combined
direct
and
indirect
controls
than
of
the
inadequate
cases.
Table
XXXV
compares
the
level
of
control
with
implementation.
The
results seem to favor local implementation, but the sample of adequate
programs is so small that a change of only one or two evaluations could
drastically alter the conclusion.
Table XXXVI compares the contractors evaluations of authority and
implementation. It shows a general correlation between the two, indicating
that states which have the capability of obtaining a good authority usually
can also obtain the resources necessaryto carry out that authority.
Table XXXVII compares the evaluations with future actions proposed
by the state or suggested by the contractor. In those cases of best
authority and adequate implementation the states are usually not requesting
more controls or resources in either aspect. Where authority is good but
implementation is inadequate the states concerned are planning for no more
authority but improved implementation. Where both the controls and im—
plementation are inadequate the states are recommending more authority
and better implementation, with the former leading the latter slightly.
Thus the state agencies recommendations are consistent with the need as
seen by the contractor.
Table XXXVIII compares those cases on which there is insufficient in—
formation on problem magnitude or implementation with the additional re-
search recommended by states and the contractor. Where the magnitude of
the problem is unknown or is judged serious or moderate then the contractor
suggested more research in most cases. The states recommended research
much less often.
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S
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4
-
4
1
-
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2
l7
.7
4
4
9
2
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8
1
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‘15
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4
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2
9
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2
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3.4.
.22
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.4
_§
.1].
_.5
_
_:
.‘1
.1.
_1
_2
Q
TOT
AL
152
97
82
21
65
13
52
21
16
12
37
77
26
LEGEND
TYPE OF CONTROL: AUTHORITY EVALUATION:
D - Direct
I — Indirect
NO — No controls
B — Best Control
LC - Least Control
IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION:
INSTITUTION:
+ — Adequate implementation
F — Federal — — Inadequate implementation
S — State NI — Inadequate information to
L — Local complete evaluation
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by
Magnitude
of
Problem
(Future
Action)
      
Magnitude
Number
Action
Proposed
by
State
Agencies
Contractors
Suggested
of
the
of
N0
NA
Additional
Action
Problem
Cases
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I
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3
A
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Serious
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3
8
2
3
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3O
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20
l
2
6
7
Low
78
4
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36
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l
4
4
5
W
M
3_4
_6
_9
_8
_9
2
_
2
11
TOTAL
152
31
57
45
28
4
6
15
32
LEGEND:
A — Authority Improvement
I — Implementation Improvement
NO — No Action
NA — Not applicable
NI — Information not available
NC — No change
R — Additional research needed.
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Summary
Land Use
Activities
Const. Site Runoff
Stormwater Runoff
Agric. Pesticides
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Feedlot Opns.
Farm Eroison
Farm Drainage
Solid Waste
Sludge
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Transport. Runoff
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Action Proposed By
State Agencies
N0 NA
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Authority Improvement
- Implementation Improvement
NI — Information not available
NC - No change
R - Additional research needed
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 TABLE XXVII (continued)
Summary By Land Use Activity (Future Action)
Land Use
Activities
Shoreline Excavation
Dredging
Pits & Quarries
Mining
Brines from Oil &
Gas
Recreation Runoff
Shore & Bank Eroison
Timber Production
Woodland Grazing
Wildlife Management
TOTAL
LEGEND
State Agencies
 
Action Proposed By
 
Contractors Suggested
Additional Action
NO NA
A l K ELI. 3 A l 3
2 2 3 l - — _ 4
l 3 3 l - - - 4
1 2 3 l - - - -
1 3 2 l - - - -
l 2 3 l - — - -
l 2 3 3 - ' - -
3 3 1 2 - - — -
- 3 3 l - — - -
_ _ 2 5 _ _ - -
— l 2 4 — - - -
31 57 45 28 4 6 15 32
A - Authority Improvement
I - Implementation Improvement
N0 — No action
Information not available
NA - Not applicable
NI -
NC - No change
R — Additional
research needed
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 TABLE XXVIII
Comparison of Study Priority with Problem Magnitude Found
  
Land Use Number of Problems Percent of Category
Priority Category Serious Moderate Low Serious Moderate Low
High Urban Areas 2 6 25% 75%
Agriculture 2 10 17 7% 34% 59%
Liquid, solid & deep—
well
Disgosal Areas 3_ §_' _1 17% 44% 39%
Subtotal 7 24 24 13% 44% 44%
Medium Transportation
Corriders 1 6 14% 86%
Shoreline Landfilling
Activities __. __ _§ 100%
Subtotal 1 l4 7% 93%
Low Extractive Operations 3 3 14 15% 15% 70%
Recreational Areas 7 100%
Forested Areas 18 100%
Lakeshore and Riverbank
Erosion g_ _1 67% 33%
Subtotal 3 5 40 6% 10% 83%
1. Of those rated.
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 Comparison of Type Control with Magnitude of Problem
TABLE XXX
 
comparison of Institutional Level of Control with Magnitude of Problem
   
Magnitude Number Number of Cases of
of Problem
of
Cases
State
State
Local
with &
Controls Local Only Only
Serious
10
6
4
Moderate
28
17
7
4
Low
62
21
37
4
Unknown
30
8
l7
5
TOTAL
130
52
65
13
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Magnitude
Number
Number of Cases of
Percent of Total
of Problem
of cases
Direct
Indirect
No Control
Direct
Indirect
No Control
Serious
10
10
8
0
100%
80%
0%
Moderate
30
25
15
2
83%
50%
7%
Low
78
42
36
15
54%
46%
19%
Unknown
23
39_
g;__
ﬁ_
59%
68%
12%
TOTAL
152
97
82
21
64%
54%
14$
TABLE XXXI
Percent of Total Controls
State
&
Local
State
40%
Local
Only Only
14%
6%
17%
 TABLE XXXII
Comparison
of
Types
of
Control
With
Authority
Evaluation
       
Authority
Number
Number
of
Cases
of
Percent
of
Total
which
are
Evaluation
of
Cases
Direct
Indirect
No
Control
Direct
Indirect
No
Control
Best
Controls
21
19
14
l
90%
67%
5%
Neither Best
nor
Least
115
68
59
18
59%
51%
16%
Least
Controls
16
10
9
2
63%
56%
13%
TOTAL
152
97
82
21
64%
54%
14%
TABLE XXXIII
Comparison of Institutional Level of Control with Authority
Evaluation
Authority
Number of
Number of Cases of
Percent of Total Controls
Evaluation
Cases
State &
State
Local
State &
State
Local
With Controls
Local
Only
Only
Local
Only
Only
Best Controls
20
14
6
70%
30%
Neither Best
nor Least
97
28
59
9
29%
61%
9%
Least Controls
14
10
4
71%
29%
TOTAL
131
52
65
13
40%
50%
10%
51
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 CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 GENERAL
O
n
A
p
r
i
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15,
1
9
7
2
,
t
h
e
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
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f
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A
s
a
n
i
n
t
e
g
r
a
l
p
a
r
t
o
f
t
h
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
,
the
I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
J
o
i
n
t
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
w
a
s
a
s
k
e
d
to
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
a
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
G
r
o
u
p
to
s
t
u
d
y
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
in
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
s
y
s
t
e
m
f
r
o
m
a
g
r
i
-
culture,
forestry,
and
other
land
uses.
S
ub
s
e
q
ue
n
t
l
y,
the
e
i
g
h
t
e
e
n
~m
e
m
b
e
r
P
o
l
l
ut
i
o
n
From
Land
Use
A
c
t
i
vi
t
i
e
s
Reference
Group
was
formed
with
an
equal
number
of
Canadian
and
United
States
members
to
answer
the
following
three
questions:
(1)
Are
the
boundary
waters
of
the
Great
Lakes
System
being
polluted‘
by
land
drainage
(including
ground
and
surface
runoff
and
sedi-
ments)
from
agriculture,
forestry,
urban
and
industrial
land
de—
velopment,
recreational
and
park
land
development,
utility
and
transportation
systems
and
natural
sources?
(2)
If
the
answer
to
the
foregoing
question
is
in
the
affirmative,
to
what
extent,
by
what
causes,
and
in
what
localities
is
the
pollu-
tion taking place?
(3)
If
the
Commission
should
find
that
pollution
of
the
character
just
referred
to
is
taking
place,
what
remedial
measures
would,
in
its
judgement,
be
most
practicable;
and
what
would
be
the
probable
cost thereof?
In
order
to
provide
an
adequate
response
to
this
last
question,
the
Reference
Group
proposed
a
series
of
studies
to
define
all
those
remedial
measures
pertinent
to
the
solution
of
the
problem
areas
identified.
This
study
is
specifically
addressed
to
the
review
and
the
evaluation
of
the
existing
legislative/regulatory
framework
available
for
controlling
pollution
from
land
use
activities.
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c
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i
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n
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p
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c
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b
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e
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e
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c
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c
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c
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n
i
c
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p
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l
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c
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i
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c
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c
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c
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i
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p
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r
t
a
t
i
o
n
C
o
r
r
i
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p
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c
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i
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i
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b
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i
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u
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r
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p
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c
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b
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Coordination
between
the
Canadian
contractors
and
the
United
States
to
develop
a
standardized
format
for
comparing
the
legislative
and
regulatory
approaches
taken
in
each
country.
This
report
addresses
these
tasks
and
presents
the
findings
of
the
leg-
islative
review
and
interviews
with
State
and
local
officials.
The
report
is
divided
into
feur
chapters.
Chapter
1
is
this
"Introduc-
tion."
Chapter
2,
"Definitions
and
Methodology,"
presents
the
definitions
of
land
use
activities
for
which
control
is
needed,
the
types
of
pollution
controls
that
are
the
components
of
a
legislative
framework
and
the
methodology
for
the
analysis.
Chapter
3,
"Institutional
and
Legislative
Framework,"
pre-
sents
the
federal
institutional
structure
and
legislative
framework
for
the
control
of
nonpoint
pollution.
This
Chapter
includes
a
discussion
of
how
each
land
use
activity
is
currently
controlled,
how
much
it
contributes
to
nonpoint
source
pollution,
and
the
strengths
and
weaknesses
of
the
current
legislation.
The
final
Chapter,
"Future
Actions,"
identifies
actions
that
may
be
taken
in
the
future.
The
comparative
analysis
of
the
different
states
in
the
Great
Lakes
Basin
will
identify
alternatives
that
could
be
implemented
through
legislative changes.
   
CHAPTER 2
DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY
2.1 GENERAL
This Chapter is divided into three sections, which present the defini-
tions of the land use activities, the control components, and a summary of
the methodology used to develop this report. The land use activities used
are those that PLUARG has found may cause non—point pollution and are pre-
sented in priority of concern as identified by PLUARG. The control compon—
ents are compatible with those used in the legislative report for the Canadian
side of the Great Lakes Basin. The methodology is divided into three_steps -
data collection, analysis, and evaluation and identification of future actions -—
with the component parts of each step summarized.
2.2 LAND USE ACTIVITIES
The Reference Group has identified the land use activities which may
contribute to pollution. The activities are grouped into land use categories,
and the priority of concern is identified.1
(1) Urban Areas —- high priority. This category has two land use activities -
site runoff from construction activities and stormwater runoff. These
areas are the densely settled, built—up areas generally including those
economic activities requiring the concentration of firms and the work
force.
(2) Agriculture -- high priority. This category has five land use activities -—
application of pesticides, application of fertilizers, feedlot operations,
erosion from general farm practices, and drainage. An agricultural area
is defined as those lands including structures actively committedto
the production of food and fibre.
(3) Liquid, Solid and Deepwell Waste Disposal Areas -- high priority.
There are three land use activities —- solid waste disposal, liquid
sludge disposal and deepwell disposal. This category includes those
areas used for landfills, land application of wastewater effluents and
the injecting of wastes into subsurface geological formations.
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
2.3
 
Transportation
Corridors
—-
medium
priority.
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
--
runoff
from
c
o
n
s
t
r
uc
t
i
o
n
,
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
and
use
of
trans-
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
facilities.
T
h
e
s
e
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
include
h
i
g
h
wa
ys
and
roads,
a
i
r
p
o
r
t
s
,
r
a
i
l
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,
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.
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Shoreline
Landfilling
Activities
—-
medium
priority.
This
category
has
two
land
use
activities
——
land
or
construction
excavations
and
dredging.
There
is
no
definition
as
to
the
distance
from
the
water's
edge
in
which
controls
should
be
enforced.
Extractive
Operations
--
low
priority.
Three
land
use
activities
have
been
identified
——
pits
and
quarries,
mining,
and
the
disposal
of
brines
from
oil
and
gas
operations.
The
land
areas
covered
are
those
taken
by
the
removal
and
primary
processing
of
materials
from
either
bedrock
or
surface
deposits.
Recreation
Areas
-—
low
priority.
Three
land
use
activities
have
been
identified
--
runoff
related
to
specific
recreational
activities,
pesti-
cide
use
and
private
waste
disposal.
This
category
includes
public
and
private
lands
designated
for
recreational
use.
Forested
Areas
--
low
priority.
'Forr
land
use
activities
have
been
identified
as
sources
of
pollution
--
timber
production,
woodland
grazing,
wildlife
management
and
recreation.
CONTROL COMPONENTS
Research
by
the
contractor
and
the
Canadian
contractors
has
identified
six
control
components
which
can
be
applied
in
different
combinations
and
to
different
degrees
in
controlling
land
use
activities
which
have
the
poten—
tial
of
causing
non—point
pollution
in
a
specific
area.
The components
identified
are:
1
PC
—
Direct
Pollution
Control
——
where
a
specific
activity
is
controlled
by
law
or
regulation
through
preventive
or
reactive
means.
Preventive
control
is where
a proposed
or
continuing
activity must
receive
ap—
proval
from
a designated
agency
prior
to
the
implementation,
or at
periodic
intervals.
Reactive
control
is where
an
activity may
proceed
without
prior
approval,
but
is subject
to
control
retroactivity
if
standards are violated.
An example of a preventive control is requir—
ing a permit for activities within a specific distance from a lake or
stream.
A reactive control is the fining of a governmental highway
department for a fish kill that resulted
from inadequate control of
runoff from a road construction project.
P -
Planning —— where a plan of a specific activity must be submitted prior
to implementation of the activity, or where a local or State agency
develops a general or specific plan,
including water quality considera—
tions, which must be followed in approving and/or implementing specific
  
  
actions.
Examples
of
this
would
be
a
site
plan
showing
the
stormwater
and
site
runoff
control
measures
to
be
employed
during
and
after
de—
velopment
and
a
comprehensive
land
use
plan
for
a
locality.
OS
-
Indirect
Control
—-
where
an
act
or
regulation
has
been
implemented
for
another
major
purpose,
but
will
have
an
indirect
impact
on
control-
ling
non-point
pollution.
An
example
of
this
type
of
control
is
the
review
and
licensing
of
sanitary
landfill
operators
to
insure
that
the
landfill
does
not
become
a
health
hazard.
NS
-
Non—Statutory
Control
--
programs
that
are
not
in
direct
response
to
 
a
legislative
mandate,
but
which
are
designed
to
reduce
pollution.
This
includes
educational
and
citizen
participation
programs
and
tech—
nical
assistance
provided
to
various
client
groups.
An
example
is
the
soil
conservation
courses
of
an
agricultural
extension
agent
or
a
State
agency
assisting
a
locality
in
developing
a
comprehensive
plan.
MP
—
Management
of
Public
Lands
——
the
guidelines
adopted
by
a
public
agency
17..
2.4
on
how
it
will
maintain
the
lands
that
it
owns.
This
also
includes
how
the
agency
views
its
responsibilities
in
responding
to
the
con-
trols
of
other
public
agencies.
An
example
is
the
practice
of
right—
of-way
maintenance
practiced
by
a
department
of
transportation
and
its
response
to
sedimentation
controls
imposed
by
a
pollution
control
agency.
Fiscal
Incentives
or
Disincentives
—-
where
public
agencies
provide
monetary
incentives
to
other
public
agencies
or
private
groups
or
in—
dividuals
to
assist
in
the
implementation
of
pollution
abatement
pro-
grams.
A
disincentive
is
where
costs
are
imposed
without
assistance
or
an
activity
requires
payment
of
an
additional
tax.
An
example
of
an
incentive
is
the
agricultural
cost
sharing
program,
while
a
disin-
centive
is
the
higher
taxing
of
an
individual
who
does
not
provide
adequate
drainage
on
his
land.
METHODOLOGY
The
methodology
used
in
preparing
this
report
is
designed
to
address
three
major
objectives:
0
first,
to
present
the
salient
points
of
the
federal
legislation
that
controls
nonpoint
sources
of
pollution;
0
second,
to
present
a
summary
of
the
federal
institutional
struc-
ture
and
identify
the
key
factors
in
controlling
nonpoint
pollution; and
a
third,
to
provide
an
evaluation
of
the
legislation
and
its
implementation
and
to
identify
future
actions
which
are
anticipated
at
this
time.
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,
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and,
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,
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c
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a
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s
.
T
h
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a
n
s
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r
s
,
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o
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a
d
d
i
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n
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r
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e
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r
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o
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g
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e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
of
t
h
e
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
,
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
and
c
ur
r
e
n
t
a
c
t
i
vi
t
i
e
s
of
each
State
and
the
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
government.
T
h
e
s
e
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
p
r
o
vi
d
e
the
b
a
s
i
s
for
the
d
e
ve
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
of
e
va
l
ua
t
i
o
n
ques-
tions
w
h
i
c
h
are
used
in
the
interviews
of
Federal,
State
or
local
officials.
Interviews
were
conducted
with
the
Federal
PLUARG
representative
and
ad-
ditional
officials
involved
in
implementing
and
enforcing
the
legislation
and
regulations.
Information
from
the
interviews
is
used
to
update
the
pre-
viously
written
drafts
and
to
evaluate
the
legislative
framework.
The
re-
sulting
Draft
Report
is
reviewed
by
GLBC,
the
people
interviewed,
and
PLUARG
Task
A
Committee
members
to
verify
data
and
the
analysis.
The
comments
re-
ceived
are
incorporated
into
a
Final
Report.
The
remaining
sections
of
this
report
are
organized
so
the
objectives
are
clearly
addressed.
Chapter
3
is
a
summary
of
the
institutional
structure
and
legislative
framework.
The
legislative
framework
is
divided
into
the
land
use
activities
with
each
discussed
in
terms
of
magnitude
of
problem,
current
activities,
and
evaluation
of
those
activities.
Chapter
4
is
an
analysis
of
the
legislatuve
framework,
and
the
conclusions
drawn
by
the
contractor.
I
4
l
The
second
half
of
the
report,
Part
II,
is
an
identification
of
the
salient
points
of
the
Federal
legislation
that
controls
non-point
sources
of
pollution.
It
is
the
objective
of
this
part
to
provide
the
user
with
additional
information
on
specific
legislation
so
that
the
transfer
of
the
information
between
political
jurisdictions
can
be
facilitated.
 
  
FOOTNOTES -- CHAPTER 2
International Reference Group on Great Lakes Pollution from Land Use
Activities, Detailed Study Plan supplement, August 1976, International
Joint Commission, p. 8. (Also see "Summary Review of Pollution from
Land Use Activities" for a more detailed description.)
 
Castrilli, J.F., Pollution from Land Use Activities Reference Group:
Legislative Study Interim Report No. 1, Urban Areas, Canadian Environ—
mental Law ResearchFoundation, May 1976. Supplemented a Task A Com-
mittee meeting June 15, 1977, Detroit, Michigan, and letter of July
26, 1977 by G. Bangay, Coordinator, Land Drainage Studies, Environ-
mental Protection Service, Canada Center for Inland Waters, Burlington,
Ontario.
 CHAPTER 3
INSTITUTIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK
3.1 GENERAL
This Chapter presents the Federal institutional structure and the
legislative framework for non-point pollution control. Section 3.2
describes the structure of the Federal agencies involved in non-point
pollution control and summarizes the key acts each agency is responsible
for implementing.
Section 3.3 presents the legislative framework in matrix form,
followed by a discussion of current Federal activities and an evaluation
of those activities.
3.2 INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE AND AUTHORITY
Different Federal agencies share non-point pollution control
responsibilities. Table I presents those agencies. An asterisk (*)
indicates the key agencies.
TABLE I
AGENCIES WITH RESPONSIBILITIES IN NON-POINT POLLUTION CONTROL
Agency Responsible Administrative Unit
*Environmental Protection Agency Office of Water Planning and Standards
Office of Water Program Operation
Office of Pesticide Programs
Office of Water Enforcement
Office of Solid Waste
Department of Agriculture *Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service
*Soil Conservation Service
*Forest Service
*Farmers Home Administration
 
  
TABLE I
  
(Continued)
Agency Responsible Administrative Unit
Department of Commerce
*National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
Department of the Army
*Corps of Engineers
*Department of Housing and
Community Planning and Development
Urban Development
National Floor Insurance Program
*Department of Interior
U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Geological Survey
Bureau of Land Management
*Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
*Council on Environmental
Quality
*Water Resources Council
Small Business Administration
3.2.1
Environmental
Protection
Agency
The
purpose
of
the Environmental
Protection Agency
is
to protect
and enhance
our
environment
today and
for
future
generations
to the
fullest
extent
possible
under
the
laws
enacted
by
Congress.
The
agency's
mission
is
to
control
and
abate
pollution
in
the
areas
of
air,
water,
solid
waste,
pesticides,
noise
and
radiation.
It
must
achieve
this
through
the
development
and
implementation
of
an
integrated
coordinated
attack
on
environmental
pollution
in
cooperation
with
State
and
local
govern-
ments.
The
approach
integrates
a
variety
of
research,
monitoring,
standard
setting,
and
enforcement
activities.
EPA
is
headed
by
an
administrator
who
is
assisted
by
a
deputy
administrator
and
six
assistant
administrators.
Each
assistant
,
administrator
heads
a
functional
area
made
up
of
one
to
five
offices.
There
are
also
ten
regional
offices
throughout
the
country.
There
are
also
labs.
This
organizational
structure
is
presented
in
Figure
1.
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evaluation of regional water activities; development of programs for
technical assistance and technology transfer; and provision of training
in the field of water quality.2 ‘
The key acts which are pratially or totally administered by the EPA
are the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 as amended
by the Clean Water Act of 1977, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and
Rodenticide Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and
the Safe Drinking Water Act.
3.2.1.1 Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 as amended by the Clean
Water Act of 1977
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 as amended
by the Clean Water Act of 1977 is the Nation's key water quality improve-
ment act. It provides the administrator of EPA with authority to establish
national programs for the prevention, reduction and elimination of
pollution. The act contains six major directives to the administrator
in establishing the national programs. To implement them, the administrator
may establish and maintain research fellowships, at public or nonprofit
private educational institutions or research organizations, he may collect
and disseminate basic data and other information pertaining to pollution and
its prevention, reduction and elimination, and he may develop processes,
methods and prototype devices for the prevention, reduction and elimination
of pollution.
1. In cooperation with the Secretary of Agriculture and other Federal
and State agencies, the administrator is directed to carry out a
comprehensive study and research program to determine new and
improved methods and the better application of existing methods of
preventing, reducing and eliminating pollution from agriculture.
2. The administrator is directed to conduct research and to survey the
results of other scientific studies, in cooperation with the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, on the harmful effects
of pollutants on the health or welfare of persons. To assist in
the examination and evaluation of all research progress and proposals
the administrator may establish advisory committees.
3. The administrator is directed to conduct public investigations
concerning the pollution of any navigable water in cooperation with
State water pollution control agencies and other interested agencies,
organizations and persons.
4. Using the resources of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
the Geological Survey, and the Coast Guard to the greatest practical
extent, the administrator, in cooperation with States, their political
subdivisions, and other Federal agencies, is directed to establish,
equip, and maintain a water quality surveillance system for the
purpose of monitoring the quality of navigable waters and ground—
waters and the contiguous zone and the oceans.
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 5.
The
administrator
is
directed
to
initiate
and
promote
the
coordination
and
acceleration
of
research
to
develop
the
most
effective
practical
tools
and
techniques
for
measuring
the
social
and
economic
costs
and
benefits
of
activities
regulated
under
the
act.
6.
Section
104(a)(1)
directs
the
administrator,
in
cooperation
with
other
Federal,
State
and
local
agencies,
to
conduct
and
promote
the
coordination
and
acceleration
of'research,
investigations,
experiments,
training,
demonstrations,
surveys
and
studies
relating
to
the
causes,
effects,
extent,
prevention,
reduction
and
elimination
of
pollution.
In
carrying
out
these
cooperative
efforts,
the
administrator
is
to
encourage,
cooperate
with,
and
render
technical
services
to
pollution
control
agencies
and
other
appropriate
public
or
private
agencies,
institutions,
and
organizations,
and
individuals,
including
the
general
public
and
he
is
to
publish
the
information
developed.
In
furtherance
of
these
cooperative
efforts,
grants
may
be
made
to
State
water
pollution
control
agencies,
interstate
w
agencies,
or
public
and
nonprofit
private
agencies,
institutions,
organizations,
and
individuals,
and
contracts
may
be
made
with
public
or
private
agencies,
institutions,
organizations
and
individuals.
In
addition
to
the
national
programs,
the
act
provides
for
at
least
seven
field
laboratory
and
research
facilities
to
carry
out
research,
.investigations,
experiments,
field
demonstrations
and
studies,
and
training
relating
to
the
prevention,
reduction
and
elimination
of
pollution.
The Act
under
Section
105
authorizes
EPA
to
conduct
a
comprehensive
program of
research
and
investigations
and pilot
project
implementation
to
develop methods
of preventing,
reducing,
storing,
collecting,
treating or
otherwise eliminating pollution from sewage in rural and other areas where
collection of sewage and conventional community—wide sewage collection
systems
is
impractical,
uneconomical,
or
otherwise
infeasible,
or
where
soil
conditions
or
other
factors
preclude
the
use
of
septic
tanks
and
drainage
field
systems.
In consultation with
other
Federal agencies
grants
may
be
made
for
projects
demonstrating
such
methods.
In
consultation
with
the
Secretary of Agriculture,
the Administrator
may
also
under
Section
105
make
grants
to
persons
for
research
and
demonstration
projects
with
respect
to
new
and
improved methods
for
preventing,
reducing,
and eliminating
pollution from agriculture.
The EPA may award contracts and grants to public or private agencies,
organizations, and individuals to construct publicly—owned research
facilities and to develop and demonstrate new or improved methods for the
prevention, removal, reduction, and elimination of pollution in lakes,
including the undesirable effects of nutrients and vegetation.
The
administrator is authorized (under Section 103) to conduct research and
technical development work and to make studies concerning the quality
of the waters of the Great Lakes, and is authorized (Section 104) to
finance up to 75% of the cost of projects, undertaken pursuant to agree—
ments with any State, political subdivision, interstate agency, or other
13
  
  
public
agency,
to
demonstrate
new
methods
and
techniques
and
to
develop
preliminary
plans
for
the
elimination
or
control
of
pollution,
within
any
part
of
the
watersheds
of
the
Great
Lakes.
The
EPA
under
Section
104
may
conduct,
promote,
and
encourage
comprehensive
studies
of
the
effects
of
pollution,
including
sedimentation,
in
the
estuaries
and
estuarine
zones
of
the
United
States.
This
program
is
to
be
undertaken
in
cooperation
with
the
Secretary
of
the
Army,
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture,
the
Water
Resources
Council,
and
other
appropriate
Federal,
State,
interstate
or
local
public
bodies
in
private
organizations,
institutions
and
individuals.
The
studies
are
to
examine
the
effect
of
pollution
on
fish
and
wildlife,
on
sport
and
commer-
cial
fishing,
on
recreation,
on
water
supply
and
water
power,
and
on
other
beneficial purposes.
Under
Section
104
authority
is
given
to
conduct
research
and
investigations
on
devices,
systems,
incentives,
pricing,
policy
and
other
methods
of
reducing
the
total
flow
of
sewage,
including,
but
not
limited
to,
unnecessary
water
and
waste
treatment
services.
In
addition,(Section
104)
the
administrator
is
directed
to
conduct
a
comprehensive
program
of
research
and
investigation
and
pilot
project
implementation
for
new
and
improved
methods
for
the
combined
treatment
and
disposal
of
solid
waste
and
collection
and
treatment
of
sewage
and
other
liquid
wastes.
To
implement
solutions,
the
EPA
may
make
grants
to
any
State,
municipality,
or
intermunicipal
or
interstate
agency,
for
up
to
752
of
the
cost
of
projects,
approved
by
the
State
water
pollution
control
agency,
that
demonstrate
new
or
improved
methods
of
preventing,
reducing
and
eliminating
the
discharge
of
pollutants
from
sewers
which
carry
stormwater
or
both
stormwater
and
pollutants,
and
projects
that
demonstrate
advanced
waste
treatment
and
water
purification
methods
or
new
and
improved
methods
of
joint
treatment
systems
for
municipal
and
industrial
wastes.
Grants
also
may
be
made
and
contracts
awarded
to
persons
for
up
to
75%
of
the
cost
of
projects
for
research
and
demonstration
of
new
or
improved
methods,
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without
an
apparent
statutory
cost
sharing
requirement,
to
a
State,
States,
or
i
n
t
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Under
Section
404
the
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of
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o
t
i
c
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c
e
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t
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e
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2
0
1
(c)
p
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p
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e
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t
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o
n
2
0
8
(f)
(1)
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
E
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A
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e
g
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s
a
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i
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a
y
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c
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s
of
d
e
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o
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i
n
g
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o
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e
r
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i
n
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a
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o
n
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e
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e
t
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t
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l
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n
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g
process.
In
addition,
the
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
is
a
ut
h
o
r
i
ze
d
to
c
o
n
s
ul
t
w
i
t
h
and
to
p
r
o
vi
d
e
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
to
the
a
g
e
n
c
y
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e
for
d
e
ve
l
o
p
i
n
g
the
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
plan.
The
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
grants
are
m
a
d
e
to
the
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
d
agency,
w
h
i
c
h
w
i
t
h
i
n
one
year
must
have
in
operation
a
continuing
statewide—areawide
waste
treat-
ment
management
planning
process.
In
not
more
than
two
years
an
initial
plan
must
be
prepared,
certified
by
the
Governor,
and
submitted
to
the
administra-
tor.
This
program
is
discussed
in
more
detail
3.3.1
Water
Quality
Management
Planning.
Under
Section
201
(g)
(1)
of
the
act
EPA
may
make
grants
to
any
State,
municipality,
or
intermunicipal
or
interstate
agency
for
the
construction
of
publicly
owned
treatment
works.
Under
Section
201
(g)
(5)
EPA
is
authorized
to
make
grants
to
any
State,
municipality,
or
intermunicipal
or
or
interstate
agency
for
the
construction
or
improvement,
of
treatment
works
if
the
grant
applicant
has
satisfactorily
demonstrated
to
the
Administrator
that
innovative
and
alternative
waste-water
treatment
processes
and
techni-
ques
have
beenfully
studied
and
evaluated
by
the
applicant.
3.2.1.2.
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act
The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act is the Nation's
key act in controlling the manufacture, sale and transportation of pesti-
cides.
The Act provides the EPA with authority to classify pesticides, to
require the certification of applicators of pesticides, and to require the
states to submit plans which will identify the standards for certification
and the state agency responsible for administering the certification and
control program.
The EPA must establish standards identifying which pesticides can be
used, how they can be used, who can use them, and the training necessary
for the users, prior to his application of the pesticides. These standards
then become the basis under which the state program is evaluated and
certified as meeting the requirements of the Act. Once the program is
certified, the EPA may enter into a cooperative agreement with the state
to enforce the Act.
3.2.1.3 Resource Conservationand Recovery Act
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act is the prime act for the
EPA to provide technical and financial assistance for the development of
management plans and facilities to recover energy and other resources
15
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ran
ted
to
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The Act also addresses solid waste management and requires EPA to
promulgate regulations containing guidlines to assist in the development
and implementation of solid waste management plans. The regulations must
detail the minimum requirements for approval of a state plan. The state
plan must prohibit open dumping of solid or hazardous wastes and develop
a timetable or schedule for the elimination of all existing dumps.
To implement the Act, a grant program is established to provide
financial and technical assistance to states, counties, municipalities and
intermunicipal agencies for implementation of programs to provide solid
waste management for research recovery, resource conservation services
and hazardous waste management.
3.2.1.4 Safe Drinking Water Act, Part C
The Environmental Protection Agency administers the Safe Drinking
Water Act, which is designated to assist states in the establishment of
state programs to insure safe drinking water for all individuals using
public systems. The states are required to establish a program and have
prime responsibility for the implementation, while the EPA provides
technical and financial assistance, as well as certification of the state
program. Part C of the Act addresses underground disposal of wastewater
and requires State underground injectioncontrol programs. The program
does not include the insertion of brines from oil and gas operations,
unless it can be shown that such activity will endangerd inking water
from underground sources.
3.2.2 Department of Agriculture
The Department of Agriculture is directed by law to acquire and
diffuse useful information on agriculture-related subjects in the most
general and comprehensive way. To accomplish this purpose, the department
functions in the areas of research, education, conservation, marketing,
food inspection, nutrition, agricultural adjustment, surplus disposal and
rural development. The Department was created by Actof Congress,
approved May 15, 1862.
The Department is headed by a Secretary, who is supported bya
Deputy Secretary and six Assistant Secretaries who oversee the operations
of 17 agencies which provide service to the agricultural and rural
communities, and to consumers of agricultural products. The organization
of the department is presented in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2
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. On
September
18,
1973,
the
Department
entered
into
an
interagency
agreement
with
the
U.S.
Environmental
Protection
Agency
which
provides
that
the
Department's
programs
will
be
utilized
to
help
implement
Section
208
water
quality
management
plans.
I
l
|
!
gl
m !
‘l
,
|
The
Rural
Clean
Water
Program,
recently
authorized
by
the
Clean
Water
i
Act
of
1977,
will
be
described
in
Section
3.2.2.2,
under
the
Soil
j
Conservation Service.
-ﬁ
Four
agencies of the
Department
administer programs
related
to water
3
quality.
3.2.2.1
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
(ASCS)
administers federal farm programs designed to preserve farm income and
conserve agricultural land.
Objectives of the agency include:
*(1)
improving the economic stability of agriculture by helping farmers
to achieve supply—demand balances to meet domestic and foreign market
demand and provide a reasonable return on the farmer's investment;
(2)
maintaining an adequate and even flow of quality products to market
at reasonable prices for both producers and consumers; and (3) improving
and protecting soil, water and air resources
by helping farmers carry
out specified conservation and land use practices.
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the
mos
t
ser
iou
s
agr
icu
ltu
ral
con
ser
vat
ion
pro
ble
ms,
loc
al
far
mer
s a
nd
int
ere
ste
d g
ove
rnm
ent
off
ici
als
tar
get
cri
tic
al
loc
al
con
ser
vat
ion
pro
ble
ms
for
att
ent
ion
.
Far
mer
s t
hen
app
ly
for
fun
ds
to
ins
tal
l c
ons
erv
ati
on
pra
cti
ces
and
are
app
rov
ed
bas
ed
on
pri
ori
tie
s s
et
by
the
gro
up
of
far
mer
s a
nd
off
ici
als
.
Som
e t
ype
s o
f
pra
cti
ces
whi
ch
ACP
fun
ds
inc
lud
e:
est
abl
ish
ing
or
imp
rov
ing
per
man
ent
veg
eta
tiv
e c
ove
r;
pla
nti
ng
or
imp
rov
ing
a s
tan
d o
f f
ore
st
tre
es;
ins
tal
lin
g s
tri
p—c
rop
pin
g;
dev
elo
pin
g w
ate
r i
mpo
und
men
t r
ese
rvo
irs
;
con
str
uct
ing
ter
rac
e s
yst
ems
; b
uil
din
g w
ate
r d
ive
rsi
ons
; s
tab
ili
zin
g
str
eam
ban
ks,
est
abl
ish
ing
per
man
ent
wil
dli
fe
hab
ita
ts;
dev
elo
pin
g
sed
ime
nt,
che
mic
al
or
wat
er
run
off
con
tro
l m
eas
ure
s;
est
abl
ish
ing
win
d—
bre
aks
and
she
lte
rbe
lts
; r
eor
gan
izi
ng
irr
iga
tio
n s
yst
ems
; a
nd
ins
tal
lin
g
livestock water facilities.
 
Far
mer
s w
ho
are
app
rov
ed
to
par
tic
ipa
te
rec
eiv
e u
p t
o 7
5 p
erc
ent
of
the
cos
t o
f e
sta
bli
shi
ng
the
con
ser
vat
ion
pra
cti
ces
on
the
ir
lan
d w
ith
an
ann
ual
max
imu
m o
f $
2,5
00.
Mos
t a
gre
eme
nts
are
ann
ual
alt
hou
gh
lon
g—t
erm
agr
eem
ent
s r
ang
ing
fro
m t
hre
e t
o t
en
yea
rs
are
ava
ila
ble
.
For
fis
cal
year 1978, $190 million has been appropriated for this program.
Water Bank Program-—ASCS also administers the Water Bank Program,
(WB)
whic
h co
mpen
sate
s pa
rtic
ipat
ing
farm
ers
for
main
tain
ing
wetl
ands
and
prov
idin
g ad
diti
onal
habi
tat
for
nest
ing
and
broo
ding
plac
es o
f mi
grat
ory
wate
rfow
l.
This
prog
ram
is p
rima
rily
conc
entr
ated
in t
he n
orth
ern
part
of
the Mississippi river and central waterfowl flyways--the north—south
migratory air routes used by waterfowl. Only specially designated
counties operate this program.
Farmers who live in disignated areas with land containing or
adjacent to inland fresh—water marshes or inland open fresh water and are
willing to devote at least 10 acres of wetland or adjacent acreage are
eligible. Payments compensate the farmer for not harvesting crops or
grazing the land or draining, burning, filling or clipping the designated
acreage. For fiscal year 1978, $10 million has been appropriated for
this program.
3.2.2.2 Soil Conservation Service
The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) gives technical assistance to
individuals, groups, organizations, cities and towns, and county and state
governments in reducing the costly waste of land and water resources and
in putting to good use these national assets.
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h
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b
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n
t
r
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e
n
t
o
f
t
h
e
l
a
n
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c
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.
S
C
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U
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D
e
p
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g
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S
D
A
)
b
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t
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e
C
o
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g
r
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s
s
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n
1
9
3
5
t
o
p
l
a
n
a
n
d
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
a
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
e
a
n
d
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
o
u
r
s
o
i
l
a
n
d
w
a
t
e
r
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
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M
o
r
e
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c
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c
a
l
l
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t
h
e
S
o
i
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C
o
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s
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—
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D
e
v
e
l
o
p
s
a
n
d
c
a
r
r
i
e
s
o
u
t
a
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
s
o
i
l
a
n
d
w
a
t
e
r
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
(
P
u
b
l
i
c
L
a
w
4
6
,
7
4
t
h
Congress, 1935).
H
e
l
p
s
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
a
n
d
c
a
r
r
y
o
ut
w
a
t
e
r
s
h
e
d
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
f
l
o
o
d
p
r
e
v
e
n
t
i
o
n
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
in
11
m
a
j
o
r
w
a
t
e
r
s
h
e
d
s
in
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
w
i
t
h
o
t
h
e
r
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
(
F
l
o
o
d
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
A
c
t
,
P
u
b
l
i
c
L
a
w
534,
7
8
t
h
C
o
n
g
r
e
s
s
,
1944).
H
e
l
p
s
d
e
ve
l
o
p
and
carry
out
wa
t
e
r
s
h
e
d
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
and
flood
prevention
projects
and
river
basin
investigations
in
cooperation
with
other
agencies
(Public
Law
566,
83rd
Congress,
1954).
Administers
the
Great
Plains
conservation
program
(Public
Law
1021,
84th
Congress,
1956;
amended
by
Public
Law
793,
86th
Congress,
1960;
extended
and
amended
by
Public
Law
118,
9lst
Congress,
1969).
Helps
local
sponsors
develop
and
carry
out
multicounty
resource
conservation
and
development
projects
(Food
and
Agriculture
Act,
Public
Law
703,
87th
Congress,
1962).
Helps
develop
USDA's
conservation
cost—sharing
programs.
Is
responsible
for
assisting
in
the
preparation
of
long—term
conservation
plans
of
operation
and
for
most
of
the
permanent
conservation
practices
provided
by
these
programs.
Provides
technical
assistance
to
participating
farmers
and
ranchers
and
prepares
designs
and
specifications
for
work
undertaken.
Has
primary
responsibility
for
the
national
cooperative
soil
survey.
Heads
the
national
land
inventory
and
monitoring
activity.
Makes
and
coordinates
snow
surveys
for
water
supply
forecasting
in the west.
Appraises
potential
for
outdoor
recreation
developments.
Helps
establish
income—producing recreation
areas
on privately owned
land
and
in public
water—based
recreation and
fish
and wildlife
areas in watershed protection and resource conservation and
development projects.
Gives technical assistance to land users participating in the
conservation credit program of the Farmers Home Administration.
 
    
0
Provides
technical
assistance
to
communities
and
units
of
govern-
ment
on
land
use
planning
and
helps
them
in
obtaining
the
needed
technical
data
on land,
water,
and
related
resources.
0
Helps
the Department
of
Interior to
administer
the
Surface Mine
Reclamation Act (Public Law 95—87).
SCS
helps
individuals
and
groups
mainly
through
conservation
districts.
These
districts
are
organized
under
state
law
bylocal
people.
They
are
managed
by
an
elected
and
unsalaried
board
made
up
of
local
citizens.
SCS
is
the
only
federal
agency
that
receives
appropriations
from
the
Congress
earmarked
for
assistance
to
conservation
districts.
Each
district
is
legally
responsible
under
State
law
for
soil
and
water
conservation
work
within
its
boundaries
(usually
the
same
as
those
of
a
county),
just
as
a
county
is
responsible
for
roads
or
a
school
district
for
education.
Districts
operate
under
the
guidance
of
a
State
commission,
board,
or
committee
usually
appointed
by
the
Governor.
SCS
is
helping
more
than
2
million
land
users
who
are
cooperators
with
2,950
conservation
districts
throughout
the
Nation.
Almost
200
of
these
districts
include
land
within
the
Great
Lakes
basin.
This
help
includes:
1.
A
soil
map
of
the
land
unit
and
needed
interpretations;
a
range—site
and
range—condition
map
of
rangeland;
a
woodland—
suitability map of woodlands.
2.
Information
about
the
different
safe
uses
and
adapted
crops
(including
grasses,
trees,
and
wildlife)
for
each
kind
of
soil.
3.
Information
about
conservation
measures
needed
on
each
kind
of
soil
for
each
of
the
different
safe
uses,
including
waste
disposal.
4.
Information
on
the
potential
and
limitations
of
the
different
kinds
of
soil
for
various
uses
to
help
city
and
county
officials,
developers,
contractors,
and
builders.
5.
On-site
assistance
to
the
land
user
in
making
a
conservation
plan
for
his
land
unit
and
to
groups
of
land
users
to
assist
them
in
treating
problems
common
to
the
group.
6.
Technical
assistance
in
designing,
laying
out,
and
checking
the
construction
and
maintenance
of
dams,
terraces,
and
other
structures;
in
selecting
plant
varieties,
seeding
methods
and
rates,
and
cultural
practices
to
establish
grass
or
trees
as
planned;
and
in
solving
problems
that
arise
in
managing
pastures,
woodlands,
wildlife
habitat,
or
water
quality.
7.
Assistance
to
units
of
government
in
inventoring
their
natural
r
e
s
o
ur
c
e
s
and
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
for
w
i
s
e
us
e
of
the
r
e
s
o
ur
c
e
s
,
i
n
c
l
ud
i
n
g
water quality.
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 SCS
and
the
districts
originally
worked
mostly
with
farmers
and
ranchers.
But
in
recent
years
because
of
the
demand
in
nonfarm
and
urban
sectors
for
services
from
conservation
districts,
many
states
have
broadened
their
district
programs
or
amended
the
enabling
acts
to
authorize
help
on
all
land
uses.
Thus,
SCS
and
the
districts
have
extended
their
services
to
nonfarm
rural
land
users
as
well
as
to
urban
land
users.
This
has
been
particularly
true
in
areas
of
rapid
urban
expansion,
changing
land
use,
or
water
quality
management
planning
under
Section
208.
The
Soil
and
Water
Resources
Conservation
Act
of
1977
(Public
Law
95—192)
directs
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture
to,
"Continuously
appraise
soil
and
water
related
resources,
develop
and
periodically
update
a
national
program
for
effective
and
orderly
development
of
these
resources,
and
to
report
to
the
Congress
on
the
program's
progress
and
effectiveness".
Furthermore,
the
Secretary
is
to
include
broad
public
involvement
in
carrying
out
this
law.
The
Soil
Conservation
Service
has
been
assigned
leadership
for
these
activities
which
consider
both
the
quality
and
quantity
of
soil,
water,
and
related
resources.
 
Probably
the most
important
recent
Federal legislation
relating
to
I
the
reduction
of
nonpoint
source
pollution
is
an
Amendment
to
Section
208
of Public
Law
92-500 which
is
contained
in Section
35
of
the Clean Water
Act
of
1977.
This Amendment
establishes
a Rural
Clean Water
Program
for
cost-sharing with
owners and
operators
of
rural
land
for
the purpose
of
installing
and maintaining
best
management
practices
to
control nonpoint
source pollution.
This program will be administered by the Secretary
of Agriculture acting through the Soil Conservation Service and other
applicable agencies of the Department of Agriculture.
Cost-sharing,
on a five to ten year contract basis, will be limited to 50 percent
except in special cases.
Implementation of this program will be limited
to those areas where EPA has approved a Section 208 Water Quality
Management Plan and the practices to which the contracts apply must be
certified by the water quality management agency to be consistent with
such plans. Priority will be given to areas and sources that have the
most significant effect on water quality.3
The Secretary of Agriculture will enter into agreements with soil
and water conservation districts, State soil and water conservation agencies,
or State water quality agencies to administer all or part of the program.
Congress authorized to be appropriated $200,000,000 for fiscal year
1979 and $400,000,000 for fiscal year 1980 to carry out this program.
3.2.2.3 Farmers Home Administration
There are numerous programs operated by the Farmers Home Administration
(FHA) which contribute to the alleviation of agricultural runoff and other
nonpoint source pollution. These contributions take the form of technical
assistance and grants and loans to rural landowners and public bodies.
 
  
0 Water and Waste Disposal Systems for Rural Communities Program,
0 Soil and Water Loan Program,
0 Irrigation, Drainage, and Other Soil and Water Conservation Loans,
0 Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Loans.
The basic statutory authority under which these programs are carried
out is the Consolidated Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, as amended,
most recently by TitleI of the Rural Development Act of 1972. While
FHA administer its own grant and loan programs, some programs of other
agencies of the Department of Agriculture are in part funded from appropria—
tions to the Farmers Home Administration.
Under the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act, the Farmers
Home Administration is authorized to make grants to public bodies and
other agencies "having authority to prepare comprehensive plans for the
development of water or waste disposal systems in rural areas." Rural
areas for which the plan is prepared may not include any area in any
city or town that has a population of 10,000 inhabitants. -
To qualify for planning grants, the applicant organization must
not have the resources immediately available to finance the planning for
which the grant is proposed.
Under Section 306 of the same Act, the FHA is authorized to make
loans and grants for the construction of rural community water and waste
disposal systems serving rural residents; loans are also made to help
finance irrigation and recreational facilities and watershed projects.
This program is known as the Water and Waste Disposal Systems for Rural
Communities.
The loans are available to public entities such as municipalities,
counties, and special purpose districts. Nonprofit corporations may also
receive loan assistance when adequate plans for loan repayments are made.
The FHA gives priority to municipal borrowers in communities with a
population less than 5,500. These loans may be used to restore a
deteriorating water supply and to improve, enlarge, or modify a water system
or an inadequate sewer system. Grants are also available for the
development of wastewater and waste disposal facilities for projects serving
financially needy communities and to reduce family user costs to a
reasonable level.
Also under Section 306 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, the Soil and Water Loan Program is established and administered
by the FHA. The Program makes loans to eligible applicants for irrigation,
drainage, and other soil conservation measures. For purposes only of
22
 land
and
water
development,
use
and
conservation,
loans
may
be
made,
guaranteed,
or
insured
to
farm
tenants,
farm
owners,
members
of
a
partnership
that
owns
and
operates
a
farm,
and
to
corporations
engaged
in
farming.
There
is
no
limitation
on
the
size
of
the
farm,
with
respect
to
loans
under
this
authority.
Corporations
may
receive
loans
if
the
corporation
and
its
principal
stockholders
haven't
the
resources
or
the
credit
to
carry
out
the
purposes
of
the
loan.
This
authority
is
in
addition
to
that
provided
above
for
farm
ownership
loans.
Furthermore,
the
Program
applicants
must
plan
to
use
the
loan
to
improve
a
farm
that
will
"produce
agricultural
commodities
in
sufficient
quantities
that
the
proceeds
from
their
sale
will
be
a
substantial
portion
of
the
operator's
total
cash
income."
When
the
soundness
of
the
loan
depends
upon
the
farming
operation,
training
or
farm
experience
is
required.
A
farm
tenant,
to
qualify,
must
have
a
lease
for
a
period
sufficient
for
him
to
obtain
a
reasonable
return
on
the
improvements.
Loans
may
be
made
for
the
cash
costs
of
materials,
supplies,
equipment,
and
services
directly
related
to
land
and
water
development,
use
and
conservation,
for
acquiring
a
source
of
water
to
be
used
on
land
the
applicant
owns
or
is
acquiring,
and
to
purchase
land
or
an
interest
in
land
for
a
site
or
right-of-way
for
a
water
or
drainage
facility.
The
Farmers
Home
Administration
has
in
the
past
made
direct
loans
to
eligible
applicants
under
the
Soil
Conservation
Service
programs
for
watershed
protection
and
flood
prevention,
and
for
resource
conservation
and
development.
These
loans
were
made
from
the
FHA
direct
loan
account.
The
program
is
known
as
the
Watershed
Protection
adn
Flood
Prevention
Loan
Program.
Loans
awarded
under
the program
are
to provide
technical
and
financial
assistance
to
carry out
works
of improvement
to
protect,
develop, and utilize the land and water resources in small watersheds.
The authority to administer the loan program is under the Watershed and
Flood Prevention Act as amended.
Assistance is provided in planning, designing and installing watershed
works of improvement; in sharing costs of flood prevention, irrigation,
drainage, sedimentation control, fish and wildlife developments, and public
recreation; and in extending long—term credit to help local interests with
their share of the costs. Watershed area must not exceed 250,000 acres.
Capacity of a single structure is limited to 25,000 acrefeet.
Financial assistance ranges from $20,000 to $10,000,000.
Any state agency, county or groups of counties, municipality, town
or township, soil and water conservation district, flood prevention or
flood control district, or any other nonprofit agency with authority
under state law to carry out, maintain and operate watershed worksof
improvement may apply for assistance. Projects are subject to the A-95
review process and an environmental assessment.
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3.2.2.4. Forest Services
 
The Forest Service has the Federal responsibility for national
leadership in "forestry." This includes participation in setting national
priorities, formulating programs and establishing Federal policies that
relate to man and his national environment, especially the forest—related
environment.
The National Forests, administered by the Forest Service under the
general direction of the Secretary of Agriculture, came into being in
1891 when Congress adopted an act that empowered the President to set
aside forest reserves for the purpose of "securing favorable conditions
of water flows and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use
and necessities of the citizens fo the United States."
The Organic Act
of 1897 constitutes the law under which the National Forests are administered:
it provided,
among other things,
for the creation of the forest rezerves
only for purposes of producing timber and protecting water supply.
The Weeks Law of 1911 established authority for cooperation with
States and for purchase of lands to add to the National Forest System.
The Clarke—McNary Act of 1924 established authority for cooperative
forestry programs with the states.
The Cooperative Forest Management
Act
of
1950 expanded
authority
for
cooperation with
states by
providing
technical assistance
for
landowners
and timber
processors.
In addition,
forest
areas may
come
under
the
jurisdiction
of
the
Forest
Service
through monies
appropriated
from the Land
and Water
Conservation
Fund,
which
are
not
allocated
for
particular
purposes
in
the
appropriations
act.
These
funds
may
be
allocated
by
the
President
for,
among
other
things,
acquisition
of
land,
waters
or
interests
in
land
or
waters
within:
(1)
wilderness
areas
in
the
national
forest
system,
(2)
within
other
areas
of
national
forests,
as
boundaries
of
the
forests
existed
on
January
1,
1965,
which
have
value
primarily
for
outdoor
recreation,
and
(3)
adjacent
lands
outside
a
national
forest
that
would
comprise
an
integral
part
of
a
forest
recreation
management
area.
No
more
than
500
acres
may
be
added
to
any
one
forest
from
lands
outside
the
forest
boundary,
and
no
more
than
15
percent
of
all
acreage
added
to
national
forests
with
Land
and
Water
Conservation
Fund
monies
may
be
west
of
the
100th
meridian.
While
this
legislation
provides
for
the
funds
to
acquire
forest
lands,
authority
to
acquire
the
lands
must
otherwise be granted by law.
In
administering
lands
under
its
jurisdiction,
the
Forest
Service
is
authorized
to
expend
money
for
the
investigation
and
establishment
of
water
rights,
including
the
purchase
of
water
rights,
lands,
or
interests
in
lands
or
rights—of—way
for
use
and
protection
of
water
rights
necessary
or
beneficial
in
connection
with
the
administration
and
public
use
of
national forests.
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 All waters withinthe boundaries of national forests may be used for
domestic, mining, milling, or irrigation purposes, under the law of the
state wherein such national forests are situated, or under the laws
of the United States and rules and regulations established thereunder.
As administered and interpreted, this provision does not confer a right
to water needed to carry out thepurposes of the National Forests.
Municipal water supply is one of the purposes for which lands and
waters under Forest Service jurisdiction may be managed, and more than
1,100 watersheds are managed for the purpose. Congress has given its
consent to states to enter into agreements to conserve forests and water
supplies and the Secretary may grant permits for, inter alia, use of
rights—of—way over Federal forest lands for water conduits, dams, and
reservoirs. Municipalities obtaining their water supplies from a national
forest may enter into cooperative agreements for the protection of the
watershed from which the water is secured. The lands on the watershed
may be withdrawn from all forms of location and entry, although the
municipality must pay for the loss of revenues arising when timber and
other resources are withheld from disposition.
To combat erosion problems along the shores of artificial lakes in
national forests the Service stabilizes shorelines by constructing
protective works Such as gabions, piling, and rip-rap, and providing for
revegetation. Protective works are also contructed along shorelines
of streams where streambank erosion is a menace to developed or usable
land areas. These protective works are designed to help prevent destruction
caused by shifting stream channels.
The Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 890, 16 U.S.C. 1131-36)
esta
blis
hes
a Wi
lder
ness
Pres
erva
tion
Syst
em.
Unde
r th
e Ac
t ar
eas
des
ign
ate
d a
s w
ild
ern
ess
are
as
are
to
be
man
age
d s
o a
s t
o p
res
erv
e t
he
wil
der
nes
s c
har
act
er
of
the
area
.
The
Pre
sid
ent
may
aut
hor
ize
pro
spe
cti
ng
for
wat
er
res
our
ces
, t
he
est
abl
ish
men
t a
nd
mai
nte
nan
ce
of
res
erv
oir
s,
wat
er
con
ser
vat
ion
wor
ks
and
cer
tai
n o
the
r f
aci
lit
ies
in
the
se
are
as.
The
For
est
Ser
vic
e
exe
rci
ses
the
res
pon
sib
ili
ty
of
the
Sec
ret
ary
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re
und
er
the
Wil
d
and
Sce
nic
Riv
er
Act
,
to
stu
dy
riv
ers
and
adj
ace
nt
are
as
in
nat
ion
al
for
est
s f
or
des
ign
ati
on
as
wil
d,
sce
nic
or
rec
rea
tio
n
riv
er
are
as.
Con
gre
ss
des
ign
ate
d n
ine
riv
ers
,
fiv
e
of
whi
ch
are
adm
ini
ste
red
by
the
Dep
art
men
t.
Are
as
des
ign
ate
d
are
to
be
adm
ini
ste
red
so
as
to
pr
es
er
ve
or
en
ha
nc
e
wi
ld
,
sc
en
ic
an
d
re
cr
ea
ti
on
va
lu
es
,
an
d
res
tri
cti
ons
are
imp
ose
d
on
the
con
str
uct
ion
of
wat
er
res
our
ce
pro
jec
ts
that affect the areas designated.
Th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
ha
s
au
th
or
it
y
to
se
ll
fo
re
st
tr
ee
se
ed
an
d
nu
rs
er
y
st
oc
k
to
st
at
es
an
d
th
ei
r
po
li
ti
ca
l
su
bd
iv
is
io
ns
an
d
to
co
op
er
at
e
on
a
mat
chi
ng
fun
d b
asi
s w
ith
the
var
iou
s
sta
tes
in
the
pro
cur
eme
nt,
pro
duc
tio
n
and
dis
tri
but
ion
of
for
est
tre
e
see
ds
and
pla
nts
for
the
est
abl
ish
men
t
of
for
est
s,
Win
dbr
eak
ers
, s
hel
ter
bel
ts
and
far
m w
ood
lot
s o
n d
enu
ded
or
nonforested lands.
  
  
 
The
Sec
ret
ary
may
ent
er
int
o c
oop
era
tiv
e a
gre
eme
nts
und
er
whi
ch
for
est
lan
ds
are
, w
ith
the
app
rov
al
of
the
Nat
ion
al
For
est
Res
erv
ati
on
Com
mis
sio
n,
acq
uir
ed
in
the
nam
e o
f t
he
Uni
ted
Sta
tes
to
be
adm
ini
ste
red
by
the
coo
per
ati
ng
sta
te
pur
sua
nt
to
a m
ana
gem
ent
pla
n a
ppr
ove
d b
y t
he
Sec
ret
ary
.
One
-ha
lf
the
pro
cee
ds
acc
rui
ng
fro
m t
he
lan
ds
are
to
be
sen
t
to
the
fed
era
l t
rea
sur
y t
o r
eim
bur
se
the
fed
era
l c
ost
s o
f a
cqu
isi
tio
n.
Whe
n t
hos
e c
ost
s h
ave
bee
n r
epa
id,
tit
le
is
tra
nsf
err
ed
to
the
sta
tes
.
The
Sec
ret
ary
is
aut
hor
ize
d t
o c
oop
era
te
wit
h s
tat
e f
ore
ste
rs
in
pro
vid
ing
tec
hni
cal
ser
vic
es
to
pri
vat
e f
ore
st
lan
dow
ner
s a
nd
ope
rat
ors
,
and
pro
ces
sor
s o
f p
riv
ate
for
est
pro
duc
ts.
Pur
sua
nt
to
an
agr
eed
upo
n
plan
, a
ssis
tanc
e is
prov
ided
both
for
mana
geme
nt o
f fo
rest
land
s an
d
for
the
harv
esti
ng,
mark
etin
g an
d pr
oces
sing
of f
ores
t pr
oduc
ts.
Furt
her,
the
Sec
ret
ary
may
pro
vid
e t
ech
nic
al
and
fin
anc
ial
ass
ist
anc
e t
o s
tat
es
in c
arry
ing
out
appr
oved
plan
s fo
r fo
rest
land
tree
plan
ting
and
refo
rest
atio
n
on f
eder
al a
nd n
on—f
eder
al l
ands
. A
dvic
e, e
duca
tion
, d
emon
stra
tion
s an
d
simi
lar
meas
ures
may
be u
nder
take
n in
coop
erat
ion
with
land
gran
t co
lleg
es
and universities and other state agencies to aid in establishing,
prot
ecti
ng a
nd m
anag
ing
wood
lots
, s
helt
er b
elts
, wi
ndbr
eake
s,
and
othe
r
forest growth.
The Secretary may enter into cooperative agreements with private
owners for the coordinated management of private and federally owned
forest lands. Areas subject to the agreements are to be designated
so as to provide, inter alia, maintenance of water supply, regulation of
streamflow, prevention of soil erosion, amelioration of climate and
preservation of wildlife. Under the agreements, the Secretary approves
a sustained yield management plan, and the timber and other forest products
on the federal and non-federal lands are managed and harvested pursuant
to the provisions of the plan.
In addition, the Secretary has a general mandate to conduct
investigations, experiments and tests to determine, demonstrate, and
promulgate the best methods of reforestation and of growing, managing,
and utilizing timber, forage, and other forest products, of maintaining
favorable conditions of water flowand the prevention of erosion, or
protecting timber and other forest growth from fire, insects, disease,
or other harmful agencies, of obtaining the fullest and most effective
use of forest lands, and to determine and promulgate the economic
considerations which should underlie the establishment of sound policies
for the management of forest land. In carrying out this mandate, the
Secretary may cooperate with individuals, and public and private agencies,
organizations and institutions.
Cooperative agreements with states may be entered into to encourage
and assist programs of forestry research.
In 1974, Congress passed the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act (RPA) (PL 93-373, 88 Stat. 476). This act directs the
Secretary of Agriculture to develop a long—range program for the Nation's
26
 
 renewable
resources
that
will
assure
an
adequate
supply
of
forest
and
range
resources
in
the
future
while
maintaining
the
integrity
and
quality
of
the
environment.
Specifically,
the
act
requires
an
immediate
assessment
of
the
resource
situation
and
then
a
44-year
program:
a
4—year
plan
for
1977—80
and
a
plan
for
each
of
the
four
decades
following
through
the
year
2020.
Woven
into
the
Program
are
the
essential
elements
of
the
environmental
impact
analysis
set
forth
in
the
National
Environmental
Policy
Act
(NEPA)
of
1969.
The
very
nature
of
such
a
comprehensive
program,
which
includes
several
alternative
plans,
demands
that
evaluating
the
potential
effect
of
proposed
actions
on
the
environment
be
an
integral
part
of
the
planning
process.
 
3.2.3. Corps of Engineers
 
1
The
civil
functions
of
the
Corps
of
Engineers
(COE)
were
authorized
by
various
acts
of
Congress
from
1824
to
the
present.
In
particular,
the
I
Rivers
and
Harbors
Act
of
1899
and
the
Water
Pollution
Control
Act
Amendments
i
of
1972
provide
broad
authority
for
the
COE
to
regulate
actions
in
3
navigable
waters
and
wetlands.
.
Initially,
the
Corps
of
Engineers
was
given
responsibility
for
work
on
rivers
and
harbors
for
navigation.
Over
the
years,
responsibilities
in
the
fields
of
flood
control,
hydroelectric
power,
municipal
and
industrial
water
supply,
recreation,
and
planning
for
all
functions
of
water
resources
development
were
added
by
statute.
The
program
is
administrated
by
the
Secretary
of
the Army,
who
reports
to the President
through
the
Office
of Management
and Budget,
without
involving
the
Secretary
of Defense.
 
The Corps regulates dredging or filling in coastal and inland waters
and in wetlands under Section 404, Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972..
The purpose of the "404" permit program,
is to ensure
that the chemical/biological integrity of waters of the United States is
protected from the irresponsible and unregulated discharges of dredged
or fill material that could permanently destroy or alter the character
of these resources.
However, Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act of 1972 as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 may change the
Corps of Engineers involvement in the 404 program.
Under the Act, States
who desire to administer their own individual and general permit program
may do so if approved to EPA. Federal guidelines that list requirements for
application and approval have not been published. The effect of this Act
cannot be determined at this stage.
Under the operating program COE is required to provide for the
consideration of all public concerns environmental, social and economic ——
in the decision-making process to either issue or deny permits. As part
of its responsibility to protect water quality, theCorps of Engineers'
Section 404 permit program has been extended to many areas that have
never been regulated before.
The Corps of Engineers expanded its authority in a three-phase program
over a 2—year period.
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Pha
se
I,
eff
ect
ive
Jul
y 2
5,
197
5,
ext
end
ed
the
Cor
ps'
reg
ula
tio
n o
f
dis
pos
al
of
dre
dge
d
or
fil
l m
ate
ria
l
to
the
tra
dit
ion
al
"na
vig
abl
e w
ate
rs
of
the
Uni
ted
Sta
tes
"
and
con
tig
uou
s
or
adj
ace
nt
wet
lan
ds.
Pha
se
II,
eff
ect
ive
Sep
t.
197
6,
exp
and
ed
the
Cor
ps'
per
mit
pro
gra
m i
nto
pri
mar
y
tri
but
ari
es
of
nav
iga
ble
wat
ers
of
the
Uni
ted
Sta
tes
,
lak
es,
and
the
con
tig
uou
s o
r a
dja
cen
t w
etl
and
s.
Aft
er
Jul
y
1,
197
7,
the
Cor
ps
exe
rci
se
its
Sec
tio
n 4
04
aut
hor
ity
ove
r
all
U.S
.
wat
ers
.
Alo
ng
wit
h t
he
dis
cha
rge
of
mat
eri
al
whi
ch
has
bee
n d
red
ged
or
exc
ava
ted
fro
m a
ny
wat
ers
of
the
Uni
ted
Sta
tes
, t
he
fol
low
ing
add
iti
ona
l
typ
es
of
act
ivi
tie
s w
ill
als
o b
e r
egu
lat
ed
by
thi
s p
rog
ram
:
sit
e d
eve
lop
men
t
fil
ls
for
rec
rea
tio
nal
, i
ndu
str
ial
, c
omm
erc
ial
, r
esi
den
tia
l,
and
oth
er
use
s;
cau
sew
ays
or
roa
d f
ill
s;
dam
s a
nd
dik
es;
art
ifi
cia
l i
sla
nds
;
pro
per
ty
pro
tec
tio
n a
nd/
or
rec
lam
ati
on
dev
ice
s s
uch
as
rip
-ra
p,
gro
ins
,
sea
wal
ls,
bre
akw
ate
rs,
bul
khe
ads
, a
nd
fil
ls;
bea
ch
nou
ris
hme
nt;
lev
ees
;
san
ita
ry
lan
dfi
lls
, a
nd
bac
kfi
ll
req
uir
ed
for
the
pla
cem
ent
of
str
uct
ure
s
suc
h a
s s
ewa
ge
tre
atm
ent
fac
ili
tie
s.
’
The Section 404 permit program does not include farming practices such
as plowing, cultivating, seeding, and harvesting for the production of
food. Nor does it apply to such farm and ranch conservation practices
as terracing, land leveling, and the construction of check dams unless they
occur in a water of the United States. However, damning of major streams,
diking, and the discharge of dredged or fill material in wetlands associated
with farm practices will require permits.
The Corps provides assistance to states and localities in preparing
208 studies upon request.
Comprehensive river basin studies by the Corps stem from specific
Congressional authorization and the Water Resources Planning Act of
1965. Studies are coordinated with other Federal and local agencies and
seek the objectives of the 1944 and subsequent Flood Control Acts and
Public Law 89-80. Section 206 of the Flood Control Act of 1960 authorized
the Secretary of the Army through the Chief of Engineers, at the request
of state and responsible local governmental agencies, to compile and
disseminate information on floods and flood damages, and provide general
criteria for local guidance in planning the use of flood plains and
engineering advice on reducing the flood hazards.
Such studies, known as Flood Plain Information Studies, are made
largely at Federal expense within the limits of appropriated funds.
Local interests are encouraged to provide mapping, aerial photography,
stream guages and similar relevant assistance and information.
Section 103 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962 (P.L. 87—874), V
as amended, provides authority for the Chief of Engineers to develop and
construct small shore and beach restoration and protection projects that
have not already been specifically authorized by Congress. Each project
under Section 103 must be complete, economically justified, and limited to
a Federal cost of not more than $1,000,000, including any Fe eral share
of periodic nourishment cost.
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 Section
7
of
the
River
and
Harbor
Act
approved
August
8,
1917,
authorizes
the
Secretary
of
the Army
to prescribe
such
regulations
for
the use,
administration,
and navigation of
the navigable
waters
of
the United
States
as public
necessity may
require
for
the
protection of
life
and property,
or
for
operations
of the United
States
in
channel
improvement,
covering
all matters
not
specifically
delegated
by
law
to
some other executive department.
Section
10 of
the River
and Harbor Act,
approved
March
3,
1899,
prohibits
the placing
of any
structures
in or over
any navigable
waters
of the United States outside established Federal harbor lines,
or excavating
from or depositing material in such waters, unless
the work has been
recommended by the Chief of Engineers and authorized by the Secretary of
the Army.
The instrument of authorization is designated as a permit.
Section 11 of the River and Harbor Act, approved March 3, 1899,
authorizes the Secretary of the Army to cause harbor lines to be
established where it is made manifest to him that establishment is essential
for the preservation and protection of the harbor.
3.2.4
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) was
formed on October 3, 1970, by Reorganization Plan 4 of 1970. Its
principal functions are authorized by Title 15, Chapter 9, United States
Code(National Weather Service); Title 33, Chapter 17, United States Code
(National Ocean Survey);and Title 16, Chapter 9, United States Code
(National Marine Fisheries Service). NOAA's mission was further defined
by the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the Marine Mammals Protection
Act of 1972, the Weather Modification Reporting Act of 1972, the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, and the Offshore Shrimp Fisheries Act of 1973.
The mission of NCAA is to explore, map, and chart the global
ocean and its living resources, to manage, use and conserve those resources
and to describe, monitor, and predict conditions in the atmosphere, ocean,
sun and space environment, issue warnings against impending destructive
natural events, develop beneficial methods of environmental modification,
and assess the consequences of inadvertent environmental modification over
several scales of time. The agency conducts research and development
aimed at providing alternatives to ocean dumping, and provides Federal
leadership in promoting wise and balanced management of the Nation's
coastal zone, including the award of grants to states for developing
and carrying out plans for the management of their coastal zones.
3.2.4.1. Coastal Zone Management Act
The Coastal Zone Management Program (CZM) was created within the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Department of Commerce,
to implement the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.
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The purpose of the Coastal Zone Management program is to encourage
and assist states in developing their own coastal management program,
to coordinate state activities,
and to safeguard the regional and
national
interests
in
the coastal
zone.
A
state
coastal
zone
management
program
is
a plan
for
the control
of land
and water
areas
in
the
coastal
zone as well
as a method
of implementing
this
plan.
State programs
are
expected
to
achieve wise
use
of land
and water
resources
of
the coastal
zone,
giving
full
consideration
to
ecological,
cultural,
historic,
and
aesthetic values,
as well
as
to
the needs
for
economic
development.
The Coastal Zone Management Program awards matching grants to
coastal
states
and
territories
in three
categories:
(1)
two—thirds
support
of
the
cost
of
developing
a management
program;
(2)
two-thirds
support
of
the
cost
of
administering
an
approved
management
program;
and
(3)
one—half
support
of
the
cost
of
acquiring,
developing,
and
operating
estuarine
sanctuaries
for
research
and
educational
purposes.
Once
the
Secretary
of
Commerce
approves
a
state
program
all
Federal
activities
in
the
coastal
zone,
or
which
may
effect
the
coastal
zone
-
including
grants,
loans,
licenses,
and
permits
——
must
be
conducted
in
a
manner
consistent
with
the
approved
program.
States
have
three
years
to
develop
a
management
program.
The
program
must
meet
CZM
rules
and
regulations
concerningprogram
approval
and
the
application
for
an
administrative
grant.
These
regulations
specify
that
before
an
administrative
grant
is
awarded
to
a
state
its
CZM
program
must
meet
the
following
criteria.
Coastal
Zone
Boundaries:
Determination
of
the
inland
boundary
and
the
extent
of
the
territorial
sea
or
of
state
waters
in
the
Great
Lakes;
identification
of
transitional
and
intertidal
areas,
salt
marshes,
wetlands,
and
beaches;
identification
of
all
land
owned
or
held
in
trust
by
the
Federal
government.
Permissible
Uses:
Determination
of
land
and
water
uses
having
a
"direct
and
significant"
impact
on
coastal
waters
and
identification
of
those
uses
that
seem
permissible.
States
should
develop
a
method
for
assuring
that
use
decisions
are
made
in
an
objective
manner,
applying
the
best
available
information
concerning
land
and
water
capability
and
suitability,
The
development
of
indices
for
determining
environmental
and
economic
impact
is
suggested
as
an
essential
analytical
step
needed
to
give
substance
and
clarity
to
those
uses
which
are
deemed
permissible.
When
a
state
prohibits
a
specific
use
within
the
coastal
zone,
it
must
give
its
reasons.
Areas
of
Particular
Concern:
Inventory
and
designation
of
the
following:
areas
of
unique,
fragile
habitat
or
historical
or
scenic
significance;
areas
of
high
natural
productivity
or
essential
habitat
for
living
resources;
areas
of
recreational
value;
areas
where
developments
and
facilities
are
dependent
on
utilization
of,
30
 or
access
to,
coastal
waters;
areas
of
unique
geological
significance;
areas
of
urban
concentrations;
areas
of
significant
hazard
from
storms,
slides,
flood
erosion,
subsidence;
areas
needed
to
protect,
maintain,
or
replenish
coastal
lands,
including
coastal
flood
plains,
aquifer
recharge
areas,
sand
dunes,
beaches,
offshore
sand
deposits
and mangrove stands.
Areas
of
Preservation:
This
designation
is
closely
linked
to
the
areas
of
particular
concern.
A
state
must
establish
standards
and
criteria
for
designation
of
coastal
areas
intended
for
preservation
and
restoration
because
of
their
conservation,
recreational,
ecological,
or
esthetic
values.
The
fact
that
a
state
may
be
unable
g
to move
ahead with
the acquisition
of
certain of
these
properties
because
of
temporary
funding
difficulties
should not
prevent
1
the state from designating these areas in order of priority.
‘
 
Priority Uses:
Priority guidelines should be set forth, indicating
g
the
degree
of
state
interest
in
the preservation,
conservation,
and
orderly development of specific areas throughout the coastal zone.
This
designation
of priorities will
provide
the basis
for
regulating
land
and water
uses
in
the
coastal
zone
and
serve
as a
common
reference point
for resolving conflicts.
A statelnust show that a
W
method has been developed for: (1) analyzing state needs that can
be met most effectively and efficiently through land and water uses
in the coastal zone, and (2) determining the capability and suitability
of meeting these needs in specific locations of the coastal zone.
State Control: The management program must show that the state
can control each permissible land and water use and preclude those
not permissible. The administrative grant application should
list relevant state constitutional decisions and other appropriate
documents or actions that establish the state's legal basis for such
controls. It is the states' responsibility to establish the means
of control, that is, to have the legal capability to implement
the objectives, policies and individual componentsof the management ‘
program.
2,
 
3.2.5. Department of Housing and Urban Development
 
The overall purpose of the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) is to assist in providing for sound development of the nation's
communities and metropolitan areas. The Department was created to:
administer the principal programs which provide assistance for housing; ;4
to assist the President in achieving maximum coordination of various V
Federal activities which have a major effect upon urban communities,
Suburban or metropolitan development; to encourage solutions to housing
problems; to encourage maximum contributions that may be made by vigorous
private building and mortgage lending industries to housing, urban development,
and the national economy. The Department of Housing and Urban Development
was established bygthe Department of Housing and Urban Development Act of
September 9, 1965.
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The Department
is
administered by
a Secretary
and
is
divided
into
13
operational
units
and
10
regional
offices.
An
organizational
chart
is
presented in Figure 3.
The
Department
of
Housing
and
Urban
Development
has
two
main
interests
in
water
resources:
encouragement
of
planning
activities
by
municipalities
and
other
local
governments
on
the
most
geographically
and
functionally
comprehensive
basis
possible,
and
provision
of
adequate
basic
water
supply
and
sewer
facilities
in
urban
areas,
particularly
in
the
context
of
such
coordinated
comprehensive
planning.
These
interests
are
implemented
through
several
programs
administered
by
the
Department.
The
Department
also
administers
the
Flood
Insurance
Program.
The
following
programs
are
of
interest
with
regard
to
controlling
non—point
pollution:
Section
701
-—
Comprehensive
Planning
Assistance
Program.
National
Flood
Insurance
Program.
3.2.5.1
Section
701
-
—
Comprehensive
Planning
Assistance
Program
Section
701
of
P.L.
83—560
provides
the
authority
to
establish
the
comprehensive
assistance
planning
program.
The
program
is
intended
to
strengthen
planning
and
decision
making
in
community
metropolitan
and
nonmetropolitan areas.
A
broad
range
of
planning
and
management
activities
may
be
supported
by
701
grants.
These
activities
include
improving
government
capability
to:
develop
goals,
allocate
resources,
and
manage
programs;
build
or
strengthen
governmental
institutions
and
areawide
structures
that
address
and
respond
to
community
development
issues;
improve
governmental
systems;
and
improve
intergovernmental
planning
and
coordination.
Current
funding
priorities
including
housing
and
land
use
planning
and
plan
implementation
activities.
Eligible
applicants
include:
state
agencies
designated
by
the
governor;
areawide
planning
agencies,
including
councils
of
governments;
coun-
ties;
cities;
local
d
e
ve
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
districts;
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
d
e
ve
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
;
I
n
d
i
a
n
t
r
i
b
a
l
bodies;
and
l
o
c
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
w
h
i
c
h
h
a
ve
s
uf
f
e
r
e
d
a
m
a
j
o
r
d
i
s
a
s
t
e
r
or
w
h
i
c
h
are
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
l
v
impacted.
A
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
are
s
ub
j
e
c
t
to
the
A
-
9
5
r
e
v
i
e
w
process.
HUD
and
EPA.recently-entered
into
an
interagency
agreement
with
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e
s
t
h
e
7
0
1
l
a
n
d
u
s
e
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
2
0
8
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
.
1
0
3
.
2
.
5
.
2
N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
Flood
I
n
s
ur
a
n
c
e
A
c
t
of
1968
T
h
e
N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
F
l
o
o
d
I
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e
A
c
t
of
1
9
6
8
(P.L.
9
0
—
4
4
8
)
,
is
a
m
e
n
d
e
d
b
y
H
o
u
s
i
n
g
a
n
d
U
r
b
a
n
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
A
c
t
of
1
9
6
8
(P.L.
9
1
-
1
5
2
)
,
a
n
d
H
o
u
s
i
n
g
a
n
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
A
c
t
of
1
9
7
4
(P.L.
9
3
-
3
8
3
)
,
F
l
o
o
d
D
i
s
a
s
t
e
r
P
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
A
c
t
o
f
1
9
7
3
(
P
.
L
.
9
3
—
2
3
4
)
,
i
s
a
m
e
n
d
e
d
b
y
H
o
u
s
i
n
g
A
u
t
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The National Flood Insurance Program is primarily designed to enable
persons to purchase insurance against losses resulting from physical damage
to or loss of real or personal property arising from floods or mudslides.
The program does encourage flood prevention measures (soil erosion). The
program requires that Federal assistance (including flood related disaster
assistance and mortgage loans from Federally-supervised lending institutions
and FHA or VA insured loans) for acquisition and construction purposes in
areas of special flood hazard in participating communities be protected
by flood insurance.
It also requires that participating local units of government
adopt certain minimum flood plain management measures to reduce or avoid
future damage within designated flood—prone areas. The National Flood
Insurance Program could play an important role in setting land use patterns
in flood plain areas.
3.2.6 Department of the Interior
The Department of the Interior is the Federal agency responsible
for the formulation and administration of programs for the management
conservation and development of natural resources in the United States.
The Deparment was created by the Act of March 3, 1849. Subsidiary
agencies of the Department that are related to water quality management
are the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the U.S. Geological Survey.
The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,1created on April 2, 1962, serves
as the Federal focal point for coordinating, planning, and financing public
outdoor recreation. It assists all governmental and private interests in
the conservation and utilization of outdoor recreation resources. With
regard to water resources, the Bureau administers the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act, the National Wild and Scenic River System and the
National Trails Program.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) aids in the conservation
of wildlife and sport fishes by developing and managing a system of wildlife
refuges for migratory birds and other important species; operating fish
hatcheries; conducting research; applying and disseminating technical
knowledge for the perpetuation of fish and wildlife resources;
and
enforcing Federal regulations dealing with fish and wildlife and management
of migratory birds.
The Service also has the responsibility of preserving and protecting the
Nation's fish and wildlife resources, including their habitat, from man's
developments under several public laws and executive orders.
The latter
includes "The Protection of Wetlands Order" (Executive Order No. 11990) and
the "Floodplain Management Order" (Executive Order No. 11988).
In the review
and coordination of other agencies' actions, the Service has been asked to
state whether the action is in conformance with the Executive Orders in
the
Service's
view.
The water
quality
is
affected by
actions
in both
wetlands and in floodplains. The public laws include the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination
Act
and
the
Endangered
Species
Act.
1. Reorganization occurred after this Report (December 1977) was prepared.
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The
U.S.
Geological
Survey
(USGS)
is
responsible
for
research,
field
data
collection,
and
dissemination
of
information
dealing
with
the
physical
features
of
the
United
States
and
its
mineral
and
water
resources.
It
compiles
information
on
rivers
and
drainage
areas
including
the
stream
flow
data,
the
water
quality
data,
and
the
availability
of
ground
water.
Responsibilities
also
include
water
quality
monitoring
cooperative
water
resource
studies
conducted
at
the
request
of
local
units
of
government
topographic
mapping,
and
flood
monitoring
activities.
Tge
U.S.
Geological
Survey
was
established
by
the
Act
of
March
3,
1879.
3.2.6.1
Land
and
Water
Conservation
Fund
Act
The
Land
and
Water
Conservation
Fund
Act
of
1965
provides
financial
assistance
to
the
states
and
their
political
subdivisions
for
the
preparation
of
comprehensive
statewideyoutdoor
recreation
plans
and
the
acquisition
and
development
of
outdoor
recreation
areas
and
facilities
for
the
general
public
to
meet
current
and
future
needs.
 
Acquisition
and
development
grants
provided
through
the
fund
may
be
used
for
a
wide
range
of
outdoor
recreation
projects
such
as
picnic
areas,
inner
city
parks,
campgrounds,
tennis
courts,
boat
launching
ramps,
bike
trails,
outdoor
swimming
pools,
and
support
facilities
such
as
roads
and
water
supply.
Facilities
must
be
open
to
the
general
public
and
not
limited
to
special
groups.
Development
of
basic,
rather
than
elaborate,
‘
facilities
is
favored.
Priority
consideration
generally
is
given
to
4
projects
serving
urban
populations,
but
fundmonies
are
not
available
for
Q
the
operation
and maintenance of
facilities.
Grants
are also
available
to
states
for:
revising
and updating
existing
state
outdoor
recreation
plans;
preparing new
plans and
statewide
surveys,
technical
studies,
data collection and analysis; and planning purposes which are clearly
related to the refinement and improvement of the state outdoor recreation
plan.
Only the state agency formally designated by the governor or the
state legislature to administer the state's Land and Water
Conservation
Fund Program is eligible to apply for acquisition and development grants.
The state agency, however, may apply for assistance for itself or on
behalf of other state agencies or political subdivisions such as cities,
counties, and park districts.
 
3.2.6.2 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
 
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act established a National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System to protect free—flowing rivers for their "outstanding
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, and cultural
values."
The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation1 carries out the Interior Secretary's
responsibility for studying those rivers assigned to the Department to w
determine: (1) the Department's qualifications for inclusion in the system; '
(2) the lands which are needed to preserve the rivers' free-flowing
character and to enable optimum public use and enjoyment; and (3) the
most appropriate form of administration. The Secretary reports the findings
1. Reorganization occurred after this Report (December 1977) was prepared.
. g
g
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to the President and recommends whether or not the river should be included
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Rivers are added to the System
by Federal legislation or, if the river is to be state—administered, by the
Secretarywnf the Interior upon application by the state governor.
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Forest Service also
have the authority to make studies.
The Forest Service studies are
confined to forested lands. The Bureau of Land Management is authorized
to make studies on publicly owned land.
The BLM does not own land in the
Great Lake Basin.
3.2.6.3 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
The purpose of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act is to give
fish and wildlife resources equal consideration with other resources in
federal, or federally—permitted and licensed, water developments.
Water
quality at, or because of, these projects as it affects fish and wildlife
‘3 resources, is a major concern.
 
The Fish and Wildlife Service carries the responsibility of studying,
9
coordinating, and reporting the effects, including water quality, of the
1
water developments on the fish and wildlife resources.
The Service is
P?
required to coordinate with the appropriate state fish and wildlife agencies
?
on each project.
The Service, in its report, makes recommendations to
the development agencies that minimize or eliminate adverse effects of the
M
project on fish and wildlife resources including the projects' pollutional
gm5
effects
on
the water
and
thence
on the
natural
resources.
I
3.2.6.4 Endangered Species Act
The
purpose of
the
Endangered
Species
Act
is
to protect
and
preserve
the
species
of
plants
and
animals
that
are
threatened
or
endangered
of
being
eliminated.
Section
7
of
the
Act
requires
that
all
federal
agencies
review
their
activities
and
programs
including
impacts
on
water
quality
and
to
identify
those
that
may
impact
listed
species
or
their
habitats.
When
an
activity
or
program
may
affect
a
listed
species
or
its
habitat,
the
responsible
federal
agency
shall
initiate
Section
7
consultation
with
the
U.S.
Fish
&
Wildlife
Service.
The
Service
has
been
delegated
the
responsi-
bility of implementing the Act.
3.2.7
Department
of
Transportation
The
Department
of
Transportation
was
created
"to
assure
the
coordinated,
effective
administration
of
the
transportation
policies
and
programs
conducive
to
the
provision
of
fast,
safe,
efficient
and
convenient
trans
grtation."
The
Department
was
established
by
the
Act
of
October
15,
1966.
The
Department
is
administered
by
a
Secretary
and
has
20
operating
offices
or
administrations.
The
organizational
chart
is
presented
in
Figure 4.
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controlling
erosion
and
sediment
caused
by
highway
construction
projects.
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Under
23
USC
as
amended
the
Federal
Highway
Administration
conducts
the
Federal
Aid
Highway
Program.
The
program
is
designed
to
assist
state
highway
departments
in
the
construction
and
repair
of
interstate
highways,
urban
road
systems,
primary
and
secondary
roads,
and
bridges.
Eligible
grantees
are
the
state highway
departments.
Special emphasis has been placed on safety design of new highways,
correcting
highway hazards
on existing
roads,
etc.
The Federal
Highway
Administration has established regulations to which states must adhere
on erosion and sediment control for highway construction projects.
3.2.8 Council on Environmental Quality
This advisory body was created by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 to formulate and recommend national policies to promote the
improvement of the quality of the environment.
The Office of Environmental
Quality which provides staff for the Council, was subsequently established by
the Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970.
The Council consists
of three members appointed by the President.
The Council is located within
the Executive Office of the President.17
Pursuant to Section 3 of Executive Order 11514, the responsibilities
of the Council include an ongoing review of Federal pollution control
policies and procedures, and evaluation of the need for new policies and
programs dealing with inadequately resolved environmental problems;
37
  
  
recommendation to the President and Federal agencies of priorities among
programs designed for the control of pollution and the enhancement of
the environment; coordination of Federal programs relating to environmental
quality; and assisting the President in the preparation of the annual
Environmental Quality Report. Authority to foster and conduct general
ecological research was later transferred from the Council on Environmental
Quality to the Environmental Protection Agency.
3.2.9 Water Resources Council
 
This interagency body was established by one of the provisions of
the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965.
The Water Resources Council comprises the Departments of Agriculture;
the Army; Health, Education and Welfare; the Interior; Transportation;
and the Federal Power Commission. The Departments of Commerce and Housing
and Urban Development, and the Environmental Protection Agency, are Associate
Members; the Office of Management and Budget, Council on Environmental
Quality Justice Department and Title II river basin commissions are
Observers.
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The Council has the reponsibility biennially to prepare an assessment
of the adequacy of water supplies in each water resource region of the
United States, and of the national interest therein; to maintain a
continuous study of the relation of regional or river basin plans and
programs to the requirements of larger areas of the nation; and to appraise
the adequacy of administrative and statutory means for coordination and
implementation of the water and related land resources policies and programs
of the several Federal agencies, and make recommendations to the
President with
respect
to
these
policies
and programs.
 
‘ l 3;:.
The Council must determine, after appropriate consultation. and with the
r
p;
approval
of
the
President,
principles,
standards,
and
procedures
for
w
"l.
Federal participation in the preparation of comprehensive regional or
Q
a}:
river basin plans, and the formulation and evaluation of Federal water and
?
related land resources projects; it must also coordinate schedules, budgets,
and programs of Federal agencies in comprehensive interagency regional or
river basin planning.
The Water
Resources
Council
carries
out
responsibilities
regarding
creations,
operation,
and termination
of
Federal-interstate
river basin
commissions,
receiving
plans
from
them
and
transmitting
these,
with
its
own
recommendations,
to
the
President.
  
The Council also administers a program of grants to the states, under
Title
III
of
the
Water
Resources
Planning
Act,
to
aid
in
financing
state
preparation
of
water
and
related
land
resources
plans,
participation
in
Federal—state comprehensive water and related land resources planning, and
training of personnel as needed to develop additional planning capability.
The
size
of
the
grant
is
based,
in
a
complicated
way,
on
a
given
state's
population,
land
area
relative
to
the
country
as
a
whole,
need
as
 
1%
3‘!
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determined
by
the
Water
Resources
Council,
and
per
capita
income
relative
to the country as a whole.
Interagency
Committees.
The
field
interagency
committees
were
chartered
by
the
Interagency
Committee
on
Water
Resources,
and
are
now
under
the
aegis
of
the
Water
Resources
Council.
The
committees'
objectives
are
to
provide,
in
their
particular
geographical
area,
improved
facilities
and
procedures
for
the
coordination
of
policies,
programs,
and
activities
of
their
members
in
the
field
of
water
and
related
land
resources
investigations,
planning,
construction,
operation,
and
maintenance;
to
provide
means
by
which
conflicts
may
be
resolved;
and
to
provide
procedures
for
coordination
of
their
interests
with
other
Federal,
local
governmental
q
and
private
agencies
in
the
water
and
related
land
resources
field.
The
I
l
 
committee
coordinate
the
collection
and
interpretation
of
basic
data;
investigation
and
planning
of
relevant
projects
and
programs;
and
programming
and
scheduling
of
construction
and
development.
#
1
River
Basin
Commission.
Each
Title
II
river
basin
commission
is
H
an
interstate—Federal
cooperative
body
which,
given
certain
requirements,
:
is
established
at
the
request
of
either
the
Water
Resources
Council
or
the
states
involved.
Each
commission
serves
as
the
principal
coordinator
1
and
leader
of
planning
on
all
levels
for
the
development
of
water
and
3
related
land
resources
within
its
domain
(which
may
be
a
group
of
related
E
river
basins,
a
single
complete
basin,
or
a
subbasin
area).
It
must
prepare
and
maintain a
c0mprehensive,
coordinated,
joint plan
for
Federal,
interstate,
state,
local,
and nongovernmental
development
of water
and
g
related
land resources;
recommend
long—range
schedules
of priorities
for
data
collection
and analysis
and
for
inveStigation,
planning,
and
construction
of projects;
and
conduct
such
studies
of water
and related
land
resources
problems
as
the
comprehensive
plan necessitates.
The
plan, revised as needed, must be submitted to the Council,
along with
appropriate suggestions for its further revision and implementation.
However, although the Title II Commission's powers of planning and
coordination leadership extend to every aspect of water and related
resource use within itfgregion,
it has no authority to regulate,
acquire,
or operate facilities.
 
3.2.9.1 The Water Resources Planning Act
The Water Resources PlanningAct, a major statement of policy,
declares that, in order to meet the rapidly expanding demands for water
throughout the nation, it is the policy of the Congress to encourage the
conservation, development, and utilization of water and related land
resources of the United States on a comprehensive and coordinated basis
by the Federal government, states, localities, and private enterprise,
with the cooperation of all affected Federal agencies, states, local
governments, individuals, corporations, business enterprises, and others
concerned.
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Title II of this legislation authorized, through the Council, the
establishment of river basin commissions, and Title III provided for
financial assistance to the states to increase state participation in
coordinated planning for the nation's water and related land resources.
Title III is also administered by the Water Resources Council.
3.3 LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK
This section will outline the legislative framework of Federal
laws pertaining to water quality and will discuss how these laws are
implemented by the responsible agencies.
The framework is presented in
summary form in Table II, "Summary of Legislative Framework." An
evaluation of the implementation process is presented in Table III,
entitled "Summary of Analysis."
Each table is accompanied by a page of
notes identifying different symbols that are used in the table and any
specific clarifying comments.
Due to the great importance of the Section 208 Water Quality
Management
Plans
that
are
required
of local
and
state
governments by
the
Federal
Water Pollution
Control Act,
the
authority,
its nonpoint
source
requirements
——
including
identification
of
the
land
use
activities
it
will
effect
--
are
presented
first.
The
remainder
of
this
section
presents
other
Federal
authorities
organized
by
the
land
use
activities
they effect.
3.3.1
Water
Quality
Management
Planning
3.3.1.1 Current Activity
In
recognition
of
the
evidence
that
existing
programs
and
practices
have
led
to
variations
in
practice
from
state
to
state,
and
have
led
to
independent
local
actions
that
have
not
necessarily
added
together
to
produce
a
measurable
improvement
in
the
quality
of
water,
the
Act
lays
down
firm
requirements
for
the
planning
of
programs
on
an
areawide
basis,
for
melding
together
of
these
plans
among
areas,
and
for
control
programs
tied
directly
to
the
plans.
The
Act
also
requires
the
EPA
to
provide
guidelines
for
both
the
planning
and
management
operations,
to
ensure
that
the
various
local
agencies
live
up
to
these
guidelines,
to
provide
financial
support
to
these
agencies,
to
supplement
state
and
local
funds,
and
to
assume
responsibility
itself
in
those
states
and
areas
that
do
not
meet
its
guidelines.
The
implementation
of
the
Act
and
the
guidelines
fall
into
two
phases:
(L)
plan
development,
and
(2)
plan
implementation.
Plan
development
requires
an
areawide
planning
agency
or
a
state
agency
to
develop
a
plan
that
is
implementable,
locally
acceptable,
certified
by
the
governor
and
approved
by
EPA.
Once
the
approvals
have
been
achieved,
the
management
agency
or
agencies
designated
in
the
plan
must
implement
the
various
components
of
the
plan.
Currently,
the
plan
development
phase
is
still
in
progress
with
several
agencies
having
received
final
approvals
or
are
in
the
approval
process.
All
plans
must
be
completed
by
November,
1978.
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Resource Conservation l 1
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P.L. 89.272 as amended i 5 1
Federal Insecticide,
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!
‘
Fungicide 5 Rodenticide X 3 ; X X 'Yes X X | X X
Act P.L.92-516 as amended ‘ l 1 i
5011 Conservation Act 3 }
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1
9.1.. 91-559
x i
A
x
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.
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Food and Agriculture '
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I i
I
Chapter 2, National x Yes x x x
Forests
Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act X X x x x x NA X x X
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Domestic Allotment
x
x Xyes x
x
x
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4
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Commity
x
x
X
Development Act X x X ! Yes x x
Public Works and
X
Economic Development Act x
Yes x
x
4
Coastal Zone
X X X X
"In-smut X I X X X X X X X X Yes X X X
Y E
Land
and
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I
X ‘ X
Conservation Funds Act
X
x x
Yes x
x
'
V |
Public Lands— | x
‘ X
Grazing x x i x x Hes x 1
Water Resources
!
i
. X X
Planning Act X X X X X X j X X X Yes X X E ‘
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Act of March 3, 1879 x ; NA x 1 x .
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1
y
l
o
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‘
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NOTES FUR TABLE ll
Land Use Categories — See Chapter 2, Section 2, for definitions and
identification of the land use activities in each category.
Regulations Adopted - Have regulations been adopted to implement the
legislation. Symbols refer to:
Yes - Regulations have been adopted
No — Regulations have not been adopted
NA
—
Information
not
available
or in
case
of
Non—Statutory
Control
not applicable.
Implementing
Responsibility
— The
key
agencies
and/or
levels
of
govern-
ment
that
have
responsibilities
in
implementing
the
legislation.
Speci—
fic
agencies,
municipalities
and/or
special
distriCts
are
identified
in
the comments section.
Type
of
Control
—
See
Chapter
2,
Section
3,
for
definitions
of
each
type
of control.
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TABLE III
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS
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Urban
Section 208 of P.L. 92-500 requires
Site Runoff
TR
NA
'-
0
EP
state/local action
Stormwater Runoff TR NA __ 0 EP Section 208 of P.L. 92-500 requires
state/local action
Agriculture EP
Pesticides TR —- -— NA EP
7 , Extension Service provides education
Fertlllzers 1P NA NA NA NO and advice on fertilizer use
Feedlot Operations TR NA -- 0 EP Section 208 of P.L. 92—500 requires
state/local program development
Erosion from Farm Practices IF -- -- -- EP Section 208 of P.L. 92-500 requires
TR
state/local program development
Drainage IF -_ __ __ EP Section 208 of P.L. 92—500 requires
TR state/local program development
Liquid, Solid, Deeowell Disposal Y
Solid Waste EP NI NI k1 EP
I?
Liquid Sewage Sludge E? NI NI NI 8?
, I Section 208 of P.L. 92-500 requires
Prlvate Sewage Disposal TR NA —- NA EP state/local program development
Transportation Corridors
Highway and Road Rnnoff EP NI NI NI EP EIS may be required
Ra;lroad Runoff N0 NA NA NA NO EIS may be required
Airport Runoff NO NA NA NA NO EIS may be required
Utility Rights‘oE-Way Runoff NO NA NA NA N0 EIS may be required
Shoreline Landfilling
Land or Construction Excavation EP “ "NA EP
Dredging EP -- -- NA EP
Extractive Operations
Pits and Quarries No NA NA NA No
Mining EP NI NI NI EP
Brines from Oil and Gas No NA NA NA N0
Recreation “I
Runoff from Specific Activities IP NI NI NI'
EP
Pesticide Use TR " " NA EP
-
z ‘
.‘
TR
NA
--
NA E
p S
ecti
on 2
08 o
f P.
L. 9
2-50
0 re
quir
es
PrivatL Skwage DisPosal state/local program development
Lakeshore and Riverbank Erosion 1? State implementation under Coastal
Er
on
io
n
EP
NI
NI
NI
IP
Zo
ne
Ma
na
ge
me
nt
Pr
og
ra
m
Forest
Timber Production EP NI :1: N1 lNI
Woodland Grazing EP NI NI NI k1
Wildlife Management EP NI NI N1 N1
EP
NI
NI
NI
NI
I
 
43
  
  
NOTES FOR TABLE III
Current Activity -- The land use activities where current activities
are
focu
sed
prim
aril
y at
the
Stat
e or
loca
l le
vel.
Acti
viti
es
of m
ajor
emp
has
is
are
not
ed
wit
h a
ste
ris
ks
(*)
.
The
typ
es
of
act
ivi
ty
are
:
L —— development of new or improvements to legislation
R -- development of or improvements to the regulations
IP —— implementation of incentive programs
EP -- enforcement of control programs
TR -- continuing research is needed to determine the type of
controls needed in specific locations
N0 -- no action
NA -- not applicable
NI - information not available.
Staffing -- The adequacy of staff assigned to the implementation of
legislation addressing the land use activity. Symbols refer to:
+ -— too many staff resources applied
0 -— an adequate amount of staff resources applied
— —— an inadequate amount of staff resources applied
NA —- not applicable
NI —- information not available.
Technical Assistance Funding -- The adequacy of the financing to pro—
vide staff or other technical assistance to implement the programs
affecting
the
land
use
activity.
Symbols
refer
to:
+
——
too
much
financial
assistance
0
--
adequate
financial
assistance
-’
--
inadequate
financial
assistance
NA —- not applicable
NI
--
information
not
available.
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 Grant
Funding
-- The adequacy
of
the
funding
of grants
to
states,
local
units
of
government
and/or
individuals
as authorized
for
programs
af—
fecting
the
land
use
activity.
Symbols
refer
to:
+ —— too much funding
0 —— adequate funding
—
——
inadequate
funding
NA —— not applicable
NI —— information not available.
Likely Future Activity —— The land use activities where there is likely
to be future activity primarily at the state level.
The types of
activity are:
L -— development of new or improvements to legislation
R —- development of or improvements to the regulations
IP -— implementation of new or improved incentive programs
EP -— enforcement of new or improvement of control programs
NO -— no action
NA -— not applicable
NI —— information not available.
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a
1
.
:
a
g
m
v
r
s
b
m
v
-
“
f
     
Th
is
di
sc
us
si
on
wi
ll
fo
cu
s
on
th
e
pl
an
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
ph
as
e,
si
nc
e
no
si
gn
if
ic
an
t
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
ha
s
ta
ke
n
pl
ac
e
wh
ic
h
al
lo
ws
fo
r
ev
al
ua
ti
on
.
The
Act
req
uir
ed
the
fol
low
ing
fro
m t
he
pla
nni
ng
pro
ces
s:
1.
The
pla
n m
ust
be
app
lic
abl
e t
o a
ll
was
tes
gen
era
ted
wit
hin
the area;
2.
The
re
mus
t b
e a
lte
rna
tiv
es
for
was
te
tre
atm
ent
man
age
men
t;
3. Treatment works necessary to handle present and anticipated
municipal and industrial wastes over the next 20 years must
be identified, along with associated needs for land, wastewater
collection systems, stormwater runoff systems, and financing
arrangements.
4. Priorities for construction of the treatment works identified
above must be established;
5. A regulatory program must be developed that can regulate the
location, modification, and construction of any facility which
may have discharges, assure that any industrial or commercial
wastes discharged into treatment works maet applicable pretreatment=
requirements, and assure that required technology is applied to
effluent streams prior to any discharges directly into waterways;
6. The agencies that will build, operate, and maintain all waste
treatment facilities must be identified, as must the agencies
that will carry out the regulatory functions;
7. The measures necessary to carry out theplan including financing,
the timing, the costs, and the economic, social, and
environmental impacts of carrying out the plan are to be laid out;
8. The procedures by which runipoint pollution sources such as
runoff from agricultural, silvicultural, mine-related, and
construction-related activities are to be identified and control 1
methods are to be developed and implemented;
9. A procedure to identify problems of salt water instrusion and
to
develop
methods
to
handle
them
are
to
be
specified;
10. Procedures to control the disposition of all residual wastes
which could affect water quality, includﬁpg disposal in land—
fill or underground, are to be developed.
The plan must identify the management agency(ies) capable of
carrying out the plans to prevent, reduce, or eliminate water pollution.
As in the case of the planning function, it is to be handled through local,
area and state agencies related wherever possible to the planning areas.
Thus, the governor, in consultation with the planning agencies, will
designate
the management
agencies
for
each area.
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 EPA
is
to
accept
the agencies
designated
by
the governors
unless,
within four months,
it finds that the designated management agencies do
not have adequate authority to carry out their functions.
The management agencies, which may be either existing or newly
created entities, must be able to:
l.
6.
208(c)2C —- Directly or by contract design and construct new
waste treatment works and related facilities;
208(c)2B —— Manage, operate, and maintain the facilities;
208(c)2D —— Accept and utilize grants and other funds for waste
treatment management purposes;
208(c)2B
——
Generate
revenues,
including the
power
to
impose user
charges on facilities discharging wastes to publicly-owned
treatment facilities;
208(c)2F —- Incur short— and long-term indebtedness;
208(c)21 -— Accept for treatment industrial wastes;
208(c)2H -- Refuse to accept wastes which do not comply with
providions of approved plans;
204(b)1 —- Assure that each community participating in an area—
wide plan pays its proportionate share of treatment costs.
Any one management agency will not necessarily carry out all
management functions involved in waste management. Where the special
expertise needed for the activity already exists in several agencies, these
several agencies can be designated the appropriate portions of the total
job.
To meet the requirements of the planning process the 208 plan must
have the following program elements:23
Municipal and Industrial Treatment Works Program
Residual Waste Management Program;
Urban Stormwater Management Program;
Nonpoint Source Management Program;
Regulatory Programs (including Discharge Permits) to Implement
Abatement Measures;
Management Programs —— Management Agency(s) and Institutional
Arrangements to Supervise and Finance Plan Implementation.
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TABLE IV
PLUARG Land Use Activities Studied in 208 Plans
PLUARG Land Use Activity 208 Plan - Program Element
Solid Waste
Liquid Sewage Sludge
Residual Waste Management
Urban Stormwater Runoff Urban Stormwater Management
Pesticides
Fertilizers
Feedlot Operations
Erosion from Farm Practices
Drainage
Timber Production
Woodland Grazing
Pits and Quarries
Mining
Brines from Oil and Gas
Construction Site Runoff
Nonpoint Source Management
All Regulatory Programs
All Management Program
Table IV compares PLUARG land use activities with 208 Plan elements.
Each of the plan elements is described in the remainder of the section.
Residual Waste Management
The residual waste management program is aimed primarily at the pollution
problems that are caused by
thedisposal of sludges.
Since land disposal is
a possibility, the management of the disposal of sludges is closely related
to solid waste disposal.
As a result, sludge disposal and solid waste di -
posal regulations are developed in the residual waste management program.
Specifically the residual waste managanent program should include the
following:
0
Provisions for utilization or disposal of residual wastes from
municipal,
industrial
and private
facilities;
0
Identification of
all
existing
and
proposed
residual waste,
land, and subsurface disposal sites;
48
 o
Demonstration
that
the
planning
process
includes
an
analysis
of
wasteloads
generated
from
residual
waste
disposal
sites;
0
Identification
of
control
measures
needed
for
existing
residual
waste,
land,
and
subsurface
disposal
sites;
0
Identification
of
control
measures
for
new
residual
waste,
land
and
subsurface
disposal
sites,
needed
to
regulate
future
in—
creases
in
wasteloads
from
such
sites;
0
For
each
control
measure
above,
identification
of
corresponding
regulatory
program
for
existing
sources
and
for
new
sources.
Urban Stormwater Management
The
urban
stormwater
management
program
should
identify
control
system
5
that
will
reduce
pollution
from
runoff.
This
should
include
the
following.
I
An
analysis
of
the
magnitude of
existing
and anticipated
urban
stormwater
problems,
including
those
resulting
from
combined
sewer overflows;
o
A
specification of measures
to be
undertaken
either
to
better
manage
existing
storm and combined
sewer
systems
and
prevent
entry
of
pollutants
to
such
systems,
or
to provide
for
storage
and treatment of such runoff;
0
Specification of performance criteria for new construction of
urban stormwater systems, so as to minimize any stormwater
problems.
Nonpoint Source Management
 
The nonpoint source management program includes the planning and controls
over pollution resulting from agriculture, silviculture, mining, construction,
hydrologic modification, and salt water intrusion.
EPA policy requires that
Best Management Practices (BMP) shonld be defined for each land use activitv
and implemented (Refer to SAM 3lySee Chapter 5:) The beSt practice for reduc—
ing nonpoint sources in a given area will depend on the particular physiCal
characteristics of the watershed.
While it is not practical to try to establish precise cause and effect
relationships between each nonpoint source generating activity and water
quality, the degree of control of nonpoint sources should be based on the
degree of water quality protection needed in an area.
Finally, definition of best management practices may distinguish between
existing nonpoint source problems and potential problems.
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Th
e
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p
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i
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t
so
ur
ce
p
l
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s
sh
ou
ld
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c
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ud
e
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e
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ow
in
g:
o
D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
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t
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o
n
t
h
a
t
t
h
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l
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e
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e
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i
e
s
i
n
t
h
e
a
r
e
a
in
te
rm
s
of
r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
m
a
g
n
i
t
ud
e
,
ex
te
nt
,
an
d
o
c
c
u
r
r
e
n
c
e
of
pollutant loads;
0
D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
of
c
o
m
p
a
t
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
le
ve
ls
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
fo
r
an
y
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
an
d
b
a
s
i
n
plans;
0
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
of
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
fo
r
e
a
c
h
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
th
at
ar
e
n
e
e
d
e
d
to
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
e
xi
s
t
i
n
g
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
s
so
a
s
to
m
e
e
t
t
a
r
g
e
t
r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
of
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
;
0
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
of
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
f
o
r
e
a
c
h
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
n
e
e
d
e
d
to
p
r
e
ve
n
t
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n
c
r
e
a
s
e
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
f
r
o
m
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
;
ge
ne
ra
ti
ng
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
;
0
Id
en
ti
fi
ca
ti
on
of
th
e
re
gu
la
to
ry
pr
og
ra
m
th
at
co
rr
es
po
nd
s
wi
th
ea
ch
no
n-
po
in
t
so
ur
ce
ca
te
go
ry
fo
r
ex
is
ti
ng
an
d
ne
w
po
ll
ut
io
n
so
ur
ce
s.
In
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
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e
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r
e
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e
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d
e
d
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m
e
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t
w
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t
e
r
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ce
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ra
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so
ur
ce
s
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ll
ut
io
n
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ld
be
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un
te
d
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r
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em
en
t
in
th
e
no
np
oi
nt
)
so
ur
ce
su
bp
la
n.
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e
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e
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de
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e
q
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r
e
m
e
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t
of
us
i
n
g
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e
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nd
us
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
s
as
pa
rt
of
th
e
n
o
n
-
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
ur
c
e
pr
og
ra
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T
h
e
m
a
j
o
r
la
nd
us
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
s
an
d
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
th
at
s
h
o
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d
b
e
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
ar
e:
.
0 Zoning;
0
Fl
oo
d
pl
ai
n
zo
ni
ng
an
d
re
gu
la
ti
on
s;
0
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
pe
rf
or
ma
nc
e
zo
ni
ng
;
5
o
S
ub
d
i
vi
s
i
o
n
r
e
g
ul
a
t
i
o
n
s
;
0
Pl
an
ne
d
un
it
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
re
gu
la
ti
on
s;
a Buffer zones;
0
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
an
d
s
c
e
n
i
c
ea
se
me
nt
s;
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 Density bonuses;
Housing codes;
Building codes;
Construction codes;
Development permits;
Transferable development rights;
Hillside development regulations;
Drainage regulations;
Grading regulations;
Soil erosion and sediment control ordinances;
Solid waste control ordinances;
Septic tank ordinances;
Taxation policies;
Public workspolicies;
Public investment policies;
Land conservation policies.
Regulatory Programs
A regulatory program is required and shall be submitted for approval
as part of a 208 plan in those cases where the 208 agency, in consultation
with the Regional Administrator, has determined that such a program is the
most practicable method of assuring that an effective nonpoint source
control program is implemented. Such a determination shall be based on
economic, technical, social, and environmental factors.29
Regulatory programs should be designed to attain the 1983 water
They are defined as
quality goals set forth in Section 101(a) of the Act.
programs which are enforceable and are administered by agencieswith
adequate legal authority and resources to ensure their implementation.
Regulatory programs are not required where the plan prepared under
tha
t
sub
sta
nti
al
wat
er
qua
lit
y
pro
ble
ms,
reS
UIt
lng
from nonpoint sources do not exist or are not likely to develop in the
Section 208 certifies
forseeable future.3
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y
s
i
c
a
l
t
o
p
o
g
r
a
p
h
y
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A
n
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
b
l
e
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
u
s
t
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
t
h
e
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
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3
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u
t
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o
r
i
t
y
t
o
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
t
h
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
w
h
i
c
h
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h
e
p
r
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r
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i
.
e
.
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n
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c
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i
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i
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y
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l
l
u
t
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n
t
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r
g
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
a
l
a
r
e
a
)
.
(
b
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u
t
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r
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t
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r
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u
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e
t
h
e
a
p
p
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i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
B
e
s
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M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
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P
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
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n
d
t
h
e
i
r
p
e
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o
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i
c
r
e
v
i
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o
n
.
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p
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c
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o
r
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p
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c
h
o
s
e
n
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
t
o
o
l
(
s
)
(
i
.
e
.
,
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
,
l
i
c
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c
e
m
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n
t
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t
h
o
r
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d
e
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g
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t
e
d
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o
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b
l
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r
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p
l
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n
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h
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r
e
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u
l
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r
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p
r
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r
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m
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i
t
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C
F
R
1
3
1
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1
1
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o
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3
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p
e
r
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s
e
i
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b
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c
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b
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d
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0
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q
u
a
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u
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n
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h
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r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
a
u
t
h
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r
i
t
i
e
s
p
u
r
s
u
a
n
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o
S
e
c
t
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2
0
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(
c
)
(
2
)
T
o
b
e
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
,
a
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
u
s
t
h
a
v
e
t
h
e
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
i
n
e
f
f
e
c
t
a
n
d
s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
t
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
t
h
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
T
h
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
u
s
t
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
i
n
d
e
t
a
i
l
t
h
e
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
a
n
d
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
r
r
a
n
g
e
m
e
n
t
s
t
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
.
I
t
s
h
a
l
l
t
h
e
n
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
t
h
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
a
n
d
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
r
r
a
n
g
e
m
e
n
t
w
h
i
c
h
m
e
e
t
s
t
h
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
o
f
t
h
e
A
c
t
.
T
o
a
c
c
o
m
g
l
i
s
h
t
h
i
s
,
m
a
n
y
i
s
s
u
e
s
w
i
l
l
h
a
v
e
t
o
b
e
r
e
s
o
l
v
e
d
.
T
h
e
b
a
s
i
c
i
s
s
u
e
s
a
r
e
:
3
1.
W
h
a
t
a
g
e
n
c
y
w
i
l
l
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
f
o
r
o
v
e
r
a
l
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n
a
n
d
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
?
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 2.
T
o
w
h
a
t
e
x
t
e
n
t
w
i
l
l
the
a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
s
t
a
t
e
b
e
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
in
t
h
e
a
r
e
a
w
i
d
e
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
r
r
a
n
g
e
m
e
n
t
s
?
3.
Will
implementation
responsibility
be
vested
in
a
single
agency
or diverse agencies?
4.
If
consolidation
of
responsibilities
is
undertaken,
will
it
be
accomplished
through
unification
or
intergovernmental
contracts
and agreements?
5.
What
measures
will
be
taken
to
assure
that
local
land
use
decisions
do
not
adversely
affect
water
quality?
6.
To
what
degree
will
the
state
delegate
some
of
its
regulatory
or
supervisory
authority
to
substate
entities
and
general
purpose
local governments?
7.
To
what
degree
will
agencies
be
supported
from
tax
revenue?
8.
How
much
financial
assistance
can
be
expected
from
the
state
for
construction,
operation
and
other
functions?
3.3.1.2 Evaluation
The
comprehensiveness
of
the
208
program
makes
its
implementation
critical
90
the
control
of
nonpoint
pollutants
in
the
Great
Lakes
Basin.
The
development
of
plans
is
scheduled
for
completion
in
1978
with
implemen-
tation
to
follow.
EPA
is
not
anticipating
providing
funding
for
the
imple—
mentation
of
the
plans
with
the
exception
of
cost—share
assistance
to
farmers.
This
will
be
handled
by
the
Soil
Conservation
Service.37
More
SPeCifically,
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture,
with
the
concurrence
of
the
Administrator,
Environmental
Protection
Agency,
and
acting
through
the
Soil
Conservation
Service and such other agencies of the Department of Agriculture as the
Secretary may designate is authorized to establish and administer a program
(agricultural cost share programs)
to enter into contracts of not less
.
than five years nor more than ten years with owners and operators having
control of rural land for the purpose of installing and maintaining measures
incorporating best management practices
to control nonpoint source pollution
for improved water quality. . . P.L. 950217 authorizes $200 million for
fiscal year 1979 and $400 million for fiscal year 1980 to be appropriated
for carrying out the program.
EPA authority to ensure that the management plans are carried out
rests in its control over the permit system for point source discharges
and the construction grants program which provides up to 75% of the funds for
the construction of local wastewater treatment and collection systems. EPA
administers the program at the regional level and is currently understaffed
and some staff lacks the necessary experience to adequately implement the
program.38
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Evaluation
Wh
il
e
th
e
fe
de
ra
l
go
ve
rn
me
nt
ha
s
no
di
re
ct
co
nt
ro
ls
ov
er
se
di
me
nt
at
io
n
run
off
fro
m c
ons
tru
cti
on
act
ivi
tie
s,
the
Sec
tio
n
208
Wat
er
Qua
lit
y
Pla
ns
will
insu
re t
hat
loca
l an
d st
ate
gove
rnme
nts
that
need
such
cont
rols
will develop them. This will also require that the controls that
are
dev
elo
ped
wil
l i
ncl
ude
wat
er
qua
lit
y c
ons
ide
rat
ion
s,
whi
ch
is
not
true of the plans developed under the requirements of the Flood Control Act. The
Fe
de
ra
l
Go
ve
rn
me
nt
do
es
no
t
an
ti
ci
pa
te
pr
ov
id
in
g
ad
di
ti
on
al
fu
nd
in
g
to
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l
pro
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er
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lit
y
pla
ns.
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s
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te
enf
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eme
nt
of
the
con
tro
ls
cur
ren
tly
bei
ng
dev
elo
ped
by
all
loc
ali
tie
s w
ill
be
mor
e
the
fun
cti
on
of
loc
al
com
mit
men
t
rat
her
tha
n f
ede
ral
enf
orc
eme
nt?
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3.3.2.2 Urban Stormwater Runoff
Current Activities
As
des
cri
bed
in
the
sec
tio
n o
f f
ede
ral
ly
man
dat
ed
wat
er
qua
lit
y
pla
nni
ng,
the
con
tro
l o
f u
rba
n S
tor
mwa
ter
run
off
and
the
rel
ate
d p
rob
lem
of
com
bin
ed
sew
er
ove
rfl
ows
is
a r
equ
ire
d e
lem
ent
of
the
wat
er
qua
lit
y m
ana
ge—
ment plans.
In
add
iti
on,
the
Fed
era
l F
loo
d C
ont
rol
Act
req
uir
es
tha
t s
tat
e a
nd
loc
al
gov
ern
men
ts
ena
ct
and
enf
orc
e l
aws
tha
t r
est
ric
t l
and
use
s
in
are
as
tha
t w
ill
cau
se
add
iti
ona
l f
loo
din
g.
The
Flo
od
Con
tro
l A
ct
als
o p
rov
ide
s
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Le
financial
and
technical
assistance
to
the
states
and
localities
who
enact
these
laws
to
assist
in
their
implementation.
The
HUD
Community
Development
Block
Grant
Program
provides
monies
to
localities
that
can
be
used
for
the
construction
of
stormwater
facilities
and
to
help
implement
comprehensive
plans,
which
can
be
developed
under
Federal
701
Planning
Assistance
Funds,
which
will
reduce
the
amount
of
run-
Off
from
urban
areas.
The
Local
Public
Works
Assistance
Act
administered
through
the
Economic
Development
Administration
of
the
Department
of
Commerce
provides
funds
for
the
construction
of
stormwater
facilities
in
localities.
The
Coastal
Zone
Management
Program
requires
that
land
use
controls
be
developed
for
coastal
areas
and
that
these
controls
include
limitations
on
development
with
one
of
the
criteria
being
a
reduction
in
stormwater
runoff.
The
Water
Resources
Planning
Act
of
1965
required
the
development
and
implementation
of
principles
and
standards
for
planning
for
the
use
of
water,
including
the
control
of
stormwater
runoff.
The
Planning
Act
is
the
major
act
for
the
creation
of
the
Water
Resources
Council
and
the
Riverbasin
Commissions,
which
provide
planning
assistance
and
funds
to
the
states
for
the
development
of these water
resource plans.
Evaluation
The primary involvement of the Federal Government in controlling
stormwater runoff is again through the 208 Water Quality Planning Program
described earlier.
The remaining federal programs provideldiffer—
ent types
of technical and financial assistance to state and local govern-
ments to implement controls and structural development programs to control
stormwater runoff.
Only the Coastal Zone Management Program takes a com-
prehensive look of requiring development controls for the specified geo-
graphical coastal areas. Funding for the Coastal Zone Program includes
making funds available to state and local governments for the implementa—
tion of their control programs. Thus, as this program is implemented in
the next few years, the possibility exists that adequate funding will be
available to insure that stormwater runoff is controlled in the coastal
areas.
The remaining federal programs, while they will have an indirect
impact on stormwater runoff, do not directly control it, and are primarily
focused at the collection and treatment of stormwater rather than the Pe‘
duction of stormwater runoff in the first place.
The implementation of the Water Resources Planning Act by the Water
Resources Council in the Basin has just received a management audit from
the U. S. General Accounting Office. In the GAO's opinion, only limited
progress has been made in carrying out the purposes of the Water Resources
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Planning Act. Specifically, the GAO says, "None of the River Basin
Commissions, for example, has completed a comprehensive water plan for its
entire region. Although the Council is required 00 review these plans, it
still has not determined how it will conduct the reviews, nor has it
reviewed the partial plans it has already received." The Water Resources
Planning Act does provide for the Federal Government 00 be involved in the
development of plans which can control or reduce stormwater runoff from urban
areas through the development of model ordinances and planning standards
which can be followed at the local level to insure that stormwater runoff
is reduced. Therefore, the correction of the problems identified by the
GAO in their report would provide great assistance to the planning of land
use activities that affect stormwater runoff.40
3.3.3 Agriculture
3.3.3.1 Pesticides
Current Activities
Two federal acts have an impact on the use of pesticides from a water
quality standpoint. The Federal Environmental Pesticide Control Act of
1972 controls the uses of pesticides. The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodentcide Act is intended to control the manufacture, sale, and trans—
portation of pesticides, rather than their use. The Federal Pesticide
Control Act also requires that the EPA test and register every pesticide
that is used in the United States. It is unlawful for any pesticide to be ,
used without adequate registration. The EPA is given the power and author-
ity to promulgate rules and regulations to carry out the purposes of the
two acts. The acts also require joint federal, state and local cooperation
in their implementation. A national monitoring plan must be formulated in
cooperation with federal, state and local agencies, and should include soil
and water monitoring. The EPA may delegate certain of its enforcement
powers to the states, who are also given some enforcement authority. The
states may regulate the sale or use of pesticides and devices within their
borders, provided that the regulation does not permit sales or uses prohi-
bited under the Pesticide Control Act. A state may aﬂso require that
pesticides sold in the state meet special local needs as a prerequisite to
state registration. The federal labeling requirements apply to all states,
and the Acts specifically exclude state action in the area of labeling
requirements.4
Evaluation
In the interviews with state officials, the Contractor found that most
states are in the process of complying with the requirements of the Federal
Acts, through development of their own laws and regulations. Since most of
the water quality impacts of the federal law will be implemented at the
state and local level, the degree of success depends on the implementation
of the state and local programs.
It is important, however, that EPA and
\
other
federal
agencies
provide
technical
and
financial
assistance
to
the
states
and localities
to insure
the
adequate
implementation of
their pro-
grams.
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Evaluation
The
208
Program
should
result
in
controls
being
developed
at
the
state
and
l
o
c
a
l
level
for
runoff
from
feedlot
operations.
To
insure
a
d
e
q
ua
t
e
and
timely
operation,
the
cost
share
programs
should
be
augmented
with
additional
staff
and
financial
assistance
to
insure
that
farmers
develop
appropriate
control
plans
upon
which
cost
share
grants
can
be
based.
One
of
the
problems
with
the
ASCS
Cost
Sharing
Program
is
that
there
is
a
statutory
limit
of
$2,500
of
assistance
per
farm.
Given
the
relatively
high
costs
of
livestock
waste
management
systems,
this
level
of
assistance
could
prove
to
be
inadequate
to
insure
that
farmers
become
voluntary
participants
in
the
plans
and
then
implement them.
3.3.3.3 Fertilizers
Current
Activities
and
Evaluation
The
Extension
Agents
in
each
state
have
the
responsibility
for
advising
farmers
on
fertilizer
use.
They
are
supported
by
the
Department
of
Agriculture
through
technical
and
research
assistance
programs.
3.3.3.4 Erosion from Farm Practices
Current Activities and Evaluation
The
control
of
erosion
from
agricultural
practices
is
one
of
the
requirements
that
must
be
included
in
all
of
the
208
Plans.
There
are
two
major
programs which
provide
assistance
to farmers
to help
control
erosion
from
farm activities.
They
are
the Agricultural
Cost
Sharing
Program
of the
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Soil
Cons
erva
tion
Serv
ice
and
the
Agri
cult
ural
Cons
erva
tion
Prog
ram
of t
he
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service.
The Department of Agriculture acting through the Soil Conversation
Service is authorized to establish the Agricultural Cost Sharing Program.
Under the Program the SCS may enter into contracts of not less than five
years nor more than ten years with owners and operators having control of
rural land for the purpose of installing and maintaining measures incor—
porating best management practices to control nonpoint source pollution for
improved water quality.
The Secretary shall enter into agreements with soil conservation
districts, state soil and water conservation agencies or state water
quality agencies to administer the program.
The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act is a piece of
legislation under which Agriculture [Stabilization and the Conservation
Service through the direction of the Department of Agriculture utilizes
cost sharing as a method to accomplish soil and water conservation. The
Act establishes the Agricultural Conservation Program. The stated purpose
of this program is to prevent or abate agriculture-related pollution of
water, land and air for community benefit and the general public good.
ASCS shares the costs with farmers, ranchers, and woodland owners
(agriculture-producers) of installing approved soil and water conserving
pollution—abatement and related wildlife-conserving practices in accordance
with specified technical standards. 'These are practices which farmers
generally would not perform to the needed extent with their own resources.
The rate of cost-sharing averages between 50-75 percent of the cost.
Cost—sharing may be in the form of a purchase order to a vendor for
goods and services or a direct payment to the producer upon completion of
the practice. ASCS administers the program through the State and county
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation committees. This other technical
and financial assistance program is aimed at sohl conservation. The water
quality aspects are secondary.
3.3.3.5 Drainage ,
Current Activities and Evaluation
In the area of subsurface drainage of agricultural land, the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act establishes the Agricultural
Conservation Program. This program provides cost share funds to individuals
to improve conservation practices, which include drainage. As stated
before (Section 3.2.2.1), farmers who are approved to participate receive
up to 75 percent of the cost of establishing the conservation practices !
on their land with an annual maximum of $2,500. Since drainage works
can cost considerably moriéthan this, the cost share feature is not an
incentive to large farms.
58
 3.3.4
Liquidj
Solid
and
Deepwell
Disposal
3.3.4.1 Solid Waste
 
Current
Activities
and
Evaluation
The
208
Plans
require
the
development
of
a
Residual
Waste
Program.
This
Program
will
identify
the
disposal
of
solid
wastes
in
an
area
and
the
types
of
controls
necessary
to
insure
that
there
are
no
environmental
impacts
from
their
disposal.
The
major
act
involving
the
Federal
Government
in
solid
waste
disposal
is
the
Resource
Conservation
and
Recovery
Act,
which
requires
the
EPA
to
develop
guidelines
for
states
to
implement
a
program
for
hazardous
waste
disposal
and
state
solid
waste
management
planning.
The
Act
provides
grant
funds
to
the
states
to
assist
with
the
planning
and
to
implement
the
program.
The
states
are
also
required
to
develop
a
permit
program
which
permits
the
use
of
specific
sites
and
methods
for
the
disposal
of
solid
and
hazardous
wastes.
Rural
communities
can
use
the
Consolidated
Farm
and
Rural
Development
Act
to
provide
loans
to
build
solid
waste
disposal
facilities.
In
addition,
the
HUD
Block
Grant
Program
may
be
used
for
the
construction
of
solid
waste
facilities,
while
planning
for
the
adequate
siting
of
solid
waste
facilities
in
terms
of
comprehensive
planning
can
be
funded
through
the
HUD
Section
701
Comprehensive
Planning
Program.
The
implementation
of
the
Resource
Conservation
and
Recovery
Act
is
relatively
recent,
and
not
all
states
are
currently
in
full
compliance.
In
its
interviews
with
state
officials,
the
Contractor
identified
that
all
states
are
in
the
process
of
complying
with
this
Act
through
the
development
of plans and permit programs.
3.3.4.2 Liquid Sewage Sludge Disposal
Current Activities and Evaluation
The 208 Program requires that adequate disposal of sewage sludges
from treatment plants to be included in the management plan and implemented
through the plan.
In addition, the 201 Construction Grants Program requires
that the facilities plan which is developed for each specific facility
must identify how the sludges will be disposed of and where. With the
implementation of these two programs, the disposal of liquid sewage sludge
should be adequately controlled.
3.3.4.3 Private Sewage Disposal
Current Activities and Evaluation
The control of private sewage disposal systems has traditionally
been one at the local level. Therefore, there has been no federal program
designed to control private Sewage disposal systems. However, SCS soil
survey program provides valuable information.
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The
208
wat
er
Qua
lit
y M
ana
gem
ent
Pla
n a
nd
the
201
Fac
ili
tie
s P
lan
nin
g
Pro
gra
m w
ill
req
uir
e l
oca
l j
uri
sdi
cti
ons
to
com
e u
p w
ith
are
awi
de
man
age
men
t
pla
ns
for
the
con
tro
l o
f n
onp
oin
t p
oll
uti
on
com
ing
fro
m p
riv
ate
sew
age
sys
tem
s;
and
wit
h r
ega
rd
to
Fac
ili
tie
s P
lan
, a
rea
s s
hou
ld
be
ide
nti
fie
d
whe
re
sep
tic
sys
tem
s w
ill
be
all
owe
d a
nd
whe
re
the
y w
ill
not
be
all
owe
d
with
guar
ante
es t
hat
fede
ral
fund
ing
will
be p
rovi
ded
for
the
cons
truc
tion
of c
ommu
nity
—wid
e co
llec
tion
and
trea
tmen
t fa
cili
ties
that
grow
th w
ill
be c
ontr
olle
d in
to t
he a
reas
iden
tifi
ed i
n th
e fa
cili
ties
plan
ning
process. This program, like the liquid sewage sludgeprogram, should
be adequately controlled with implementation of the 208 and 201
Programs.
3.3.5 Transportation Corridors
 
Current Activities and Evaluation
The Section 208 Water Quality Management Plans require that
construction and maintenance of transportation corridors be controlled
in terms of nonpoint source pollution runoff.
The Federal Highway Administration requires that its erosion control
practices be incorporated in the planning, design and implementation of
any highways which are build using FHWA funds. The Federal Aviation
Administration has similar requirements for the construction of airports
using federal funding. All highway, airport, pipeline, and utility right-
of-way constructionprojects either through the use of federal funds or
the requirement for a federal permit to cross interstate lines fall under
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, which will require
an environmental impact statement to be completed on a project. With the
development of the environmental impact statement, there must be mitigating
measures developed which will reduce anyenvironmental impacts of the
development of a project. This can be an indirect control.
3.3.6 Shoreline Landfilling
Current Activities and Evaluation
Two federal programs have direct control over activities in the
shoreline. The Coastal Zone Management Program is a cooperative program
with the states and requires the development of a management program for
land and water resources in the coastal zone. Grants are given to the
states for a planning program and then to implement the program and for
the management of specific environmentally sensitive areas which should
be preserved. This program is currently in the third year of the planning
program with several areas also having been designated as preservation
areas. How effective this program will be in controlling nonpoint
pollution sources in the coastal zone is still undeterminable since
implementation has not yet begun.
The second program is Section 404 of Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. This Section requires the Corps of Engineers to
issue a permit for dredging activities in all navigable waters of the
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 United
States.
This
program
supplements,
and
in
some
cases,
duplicates,
existing
state
programs
which
have
been
discussed
in
each
of
the
state
reports.
3.3.7 Extractive Operations
Current
Activities
and
Evaluation
There
are
not
direct
federal
controls
over
pit
and
quarry
operations
or
over
brines
from
oil
and
gas
operations.
However,
the
deepwell
disposal
program
of
the
state
Drinking
Water
Act,
Part
C,
includes
the
injection
of
brines
from
oil
and
gas
operation
if
drinking
water
from
underground
sources is endangered.
Federal
controls
do
exist
over
surface
mining.
More
specifically,
the
Surface
Mine
Reclamation
Act
of
1977
establishes
a
program
to
regulate
surface
mining.
Regulations
were
published
regarding
control
of
environmental
impacts
of
surface
coal
mining.
The
U.S.D.A.
is
responsible
for
providing
assistance
in
sediment
and
erosing
controls,
soil
reconstruction,
vegetative
establishment
and
impoundment
design.
The
Act
also
establishes
a
program
to
reclaim
abandoned
mines.
The
208
Water
Quality
Management
Program requires
the
development
of best
management
practices
for extractive
operations.
This
should
include
those
planning
activities
which
are
currently not
included
under
federal
law.
Implementation
of the
best
management practices
will
be
through
a permit
system to
be
enforced
through
the
states where
that
is practical.
The U.S. Geological Survey also provides topographic and geological
information to local governments as it relates to mining operations.
3.3.8 Recreation
Current Activities and Evaluation
 
The control of pesticides and private sewage disposal in recreational
areas falls into two categories. Pesticides are controlled as described
earlier. Private sewage disposal is not controlled at the Federal level for
private lands, however, there are management practices to which the Federal
National Park Service and the National Forest Service must adhere to in terms
of the provision of sewage disposal in recreational areas that they operate.
The Section 208 water quality management plans must address the use
of private sewage disposal systems in private recreational areas. These
management plans will also develop sediment control plans which will also
apply to sedimentation runoff from specific types of recreational activities.
The Federal government has two other programs which affect nonpoint
source pollution from recreational activities. These are the Land and Water
Conservation Funds Act, which requires permits for specific types of uses
in the National Park System and provides grants for states for the planning,
acquisition and development of outdoor recreation facilities. For the state
to be eligible and to receive a grant, it must complete a comprehen51ve
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 state outdoor recreation plan identifying where recreation activities
will be pursued and what kind.
The second Federal program is the Resource Conservation and
Development LoanProgram which provides technicalcost share and loan
assistance to public agencies and others for public watersbased recreation
facility development. It requires the development of a plan showing the
development of a specific recreational area and that it meets Federal
planning standards for grant assurance.
3.3.9 Lakeshore and Riverbank Erosion
 
Current Activities and Evaluation
The Federal government has several programs which indirectly
control erosion from lakeshores and riverbanks. The Soil and Water
Conservation Program administered by the Soil Conservation Service
provides assistance to individuals and local units of government for
reducing lakeshore or riverbank erosion from different types of activities.
The Flood Control Act and the Flood Insurance Program administered through
the Corps of Engineers and the Department of Housing and Urban Development
require that state and local laws restricting land uses and floodplains be
developed. The Flood Control Act provides funds for the construction of
facilities to control floods. To receive these funds the jurisdictions must
have passed laws restricting land use in floodplains.
To assist in the implementation of flood control projects, the
Corps of Engineers maintains prime responsibility and provides educational
and technical assistance services to local jurisdictions on how to
control and prevent floods.
Through the requirement to develop controls on the types of develop-
ment to reduce lakeshore erosion in the coastal zone, the Coastal Zone
Management Program will havea direct effect through cooperation with the
states on the reduction of erosion from lakeshore areas.
The only program that will have a widespread effect on controlling
lakeshore erosion is the Coastal Zone Management Program since it is
designed to specifically control development. The other programs are
designed to control the effects of flooding and erosion on man, and not
necessarily to improve water quality.
3.3.10 Forests
Current Activities and Evaluation
The Forest Service is conducting 208 planning studies on national
forest areas. State foresters are distributing information on erosion
and sediment control. The Forest Service is also providing state and
local units with technical assistance and conducting training programs
so that they may be able to conduct 208 activities on their own forested
lands.
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The
National
Forest
Act
controls
the
use,
occupation,
and
cutting
of
timber
in
national
forests.
The
National
Forest
Service
regulates
these
activities.
Regulation
is
based
on
the
concept
of
multi-use.
Grazing
on
Federal
lands
is
also
controlled
and
is
based
on
the
concept
of
the
highest
use
of
the
land
as
well
as
the
multiple
use
concept
and
water
quality
is
a
minimal
consideration.
To
graze
livestock
on
Federal
lands,
a
permit
is
required
which
usually
runs
for
10
years.
The
permit
identifies
the
locations,
the
seasons
of
use,
and
the
land
capacity
for
the
grazing
to
be
carried
out.
Timber
production
on
Federal
lands
is
controlled
through
the
use
of
best
methods
for
reforestation,
growing,
managing
and
utilizing
timber
as
potential
resources.
Again,
water
quality
considerations
are
in
the
minority.
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 CHAPTER 4
FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS
4.1 GENERAL
This
chapter
presents
the
Contractor's
analysis
of
the
legislative
framework
of
Federal
laws
and
programs.
It
is
based
on
the
evaluations
of
the
different
land
use
activities
as
presented
in
Chapter
3.
4.2
STRENGTHS,
WEAKNESSES
AND
FUTURE
ACTIONS
The
role
of
the
Federal
agencies
is
one
of
development
of
standards
and
guidelines
with
implementation
required
of
state
and
local
agencies.
The
Federal
agencies
then
provide
varying
amounts
of
technical
assistance
and
financial
assistance
to
the
state
and
local
governments.
This
is
the
approach
that
is
being
taken
in
the
208
Water
Quality
Management
Plans
and
the
point
source
permit
programs
of
the
Water
Pollution
Control
Act,
the
Federal
Insecticide,
Fungicide
and
Rodenticide
Act,
the
Resource
Conservation
and
Recovery
Act
and
the
Coastal
Zone
Management
Act.
The
second
approach
is
that
used
by
the
Soil
Conservation
Service
and
other
agencies
of
the
Department
of
Agriculture.
This
program
is
voluntary,
providing
technical
assistance
and
financial
assistance
to
farmers
and
other
land
users,
many
of
whom
have
signed
cooperative
agreements
with
the
local
Soil
and
Water
Conservation
Districts.
Both
of these approaches
seem to work well within
the
restrictions
of authority
and
funding
placed
on
them.
The
former
approach is
rather
new,
and implementation
of
controls
has not begun
in some
cases.
Thus,
the
success
of
the
approach remains
for
additional
evaluation
over
time.
The critical Federal program directly related to nonpoint source
water pollution is the 208 Water Quality Management Program.
Since this
program is still in the development stages at the state and local level
it is too early to determine the actual impact it will have on nonpoint
pollution. The program has the potential to ensure that uniform controls
on all land use activities that cause nonpoint source pollution are
developed. The success of implementation depends on many factors,
including the financial and technical resources available at all levels
of government to ensure compliance with the controls that are developed.
Weaknesses in the Federal programs are in coordination of land
management practices between Federally owned land and its surrounding areas.
Most Federal land management practices do not always take water quality
into consideration when determining the uses of Federal lands.
  
 CHAPTER 5
RELEVANT LEGISLATION
5.1 GENERAL
This Chapter presents a summary of the legislative authority related
to land use activities that may cause water pollution. Where information
was available, the legislation is summarized byAct or popular title with
the implementing agency, affected land use activity, purpose, provisions
and administrative responsibilities identified. The listing follows:
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
ConsolidatediFarm
and
Rural
Development
Act
Environmental Pesticide Control Act of 1972
Flood Act of 1936 as amended
Flood Control Act of 1960 as amended
Flood Control Act of 1973 as amended
Food and Agriculture Act of 1962
Housing Act of 1954 as amended
Housing
and
Community
Development
ACt
of
1965
as
amended
Housing
and
Community
Development
Act
of
1974
Land and Water Conservation Funds Act of 1965
National Forests 16 USCA, Relevant Portions, Sections 471-482
National Forests 16 USCA Relevent Portions of Section 551—583
Public Lands
Public Works and Economic Development of 1965 as amended
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of
1976 as amended
Safe Drinking Water Act, Part C
Soil Surveys
Surface Mine Reclamation Act
Water Bank Act
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 as amended by Clean Water
Act of 1977
Water Resources Planning Act
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954
Act
of March
3,
1879,
USCA
31,
48,
49,
and 50
PL
74-46
as
amended
by'Soﬁl-Conservation
and
Domestic
Allottment
PL
74—461
68
 POLITICAL
JURISDICTION:
Federal
Title
or
Reference:
Coastal
Zone
Management
Act
of
1972,
P.L.
92-358
as
amended
by
P.L.
94—370,
Section
304,
307(3A),
309
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
Stormwater
Runoff,
LakeShore
&
Riverbank
Erosion
Purpose:
To
establish
a
national
policy
and
develop
a
national
program
for
the
man—
agement,
beneficial
use,
protection,
and
development
of
the
land
and
water
resources
of
the
nation's
coastal
zones.
Provisions:
1.
Establishes
a grants
program
to
assist
any coastal
state
in the
develop—
ment
of a management
program
for
the
land
and water
resources
of its
coastal
zone
——
includes
adjacent
shoreland.
2.
Establishes a grant program that assists coastal zone states in ad—
ministering the Coastal Zone Management program approved by the
Secretary of Commerce.
3.
Establishes a grant program for two
ormore coastal states to coop—
eratively develop and administer coastal zone planning, policies and
programs pursuant to Sections 304 and 306.
4.
Allows
the
Secretary
of
the
Department
of
Commerce
to
terminate
any
financial
assistance
if
the
grantee
fails
to
adhere
to
the
program,
5. Authorizes the Secretary to establish 3 Coastal Zone Management Ad-
visory Commission to advise the Secretary on policy matters concern—
ing the coastal zone and details the membership requirements.
6. Details the conditions upon which the extension of benefits to states
in the management program is dependent.
7. Designates areas to be permanently used for preserving and restoring
construction resources.
8. Requires grantees to comply with the requirements of both the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act and the Clean Air Act.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Secretary of the Department of Commerce is responsible for administering
the above-mentioned grant programs. The Secretary is also responsible for
promulgating rules and regulations regarding the programs.
 
 POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
Ti
tl
e
or
Re
fe
re
nc
e:
Co
ns
ol
id
at
ed
Fa
rm
an
d
Ru
ra
l
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t
Ac
t,
PL
92
—4
19
,
Section 304, 306m
Im
pl
em
en
ti
ng
Ag
en
cy
:
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
e,
Fa
rm
er
s
Ho
me
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
on
Af
fe
ct
ed
La
nd
Us
e
Ac
ti
vi
ti
es
;
Er
os
io
n
fr
om
Fa
rm
Pr
ac
ti
ce
s,
Dr
ai
na
ge
Purpose:
To
fac
ili
tat
e
imp
rov
eme
nt,
pro
tec
tio
n,
and
pro
per
use
of
far
mla
nd;
imp
rov
e
com
mun
ity
fac
ili
tie
s;
and
imp
rov
e
rur
al
was
te
dis
pos
al
sys
tem
s.
Provisions:
1. Es
ta
bl
is
he
s
th
e
So
il
an
d
Wa
te
r
Lo
an
Pr
og
ra
m.
Th
e
pu
rp
os
e
of
th
e
Pr
og
ra
m
is
to
fa
ci
li
ta
te
im
pr
ov
em
en
t,
pr
ot
ec
ti
on
,
an
d
pr
op
er
us
e
of
far
mla
nd
by
pro
vid
ing
ade
qua
te
fin
anc
ing
and
sup
erv
iso
ry
ass
ist
anc
e
for
soi
l
con
ser
vat
ion
;
wat
er
dev
elo
pme
nt,
con
ser
vat
ion
and
use
;
for
est
ati
on,
dra
ina
ge
of
far
mla
nd;
the
est
abl
ish
men
t
and
imp
rov
eme
nt
of
per
man
ent
pasture; and related measures.
Aut
hor
ize
s
the
Sec
ret
ary
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re,
thr
oug
h
the
Far
mer
s H
ome
Adm
ini
str
ati
on
(ir
rig
ati
on,
dra
ina
ge,
and
oth
er
soi
l
and
wat
er
con
ser
vat
ion
loa
ns)
, t
o m
ake
loa
ns
to
eli
gib
le
app
lic
ant
s f
or
irr
iga
-
tio
n,
dra
ina
ge,
or
oth
er
soi
l c
ons
erv
ati
on
mea
sur
es.
The
FmH
A w
ill
mak
e l
oan
s e
ith
er
thr
oug
h d
ist
ric
t a
dmi
nis
tra
tio
n o
r i
n
con
jun
cti
on
wit
h l
oca
l b
ank
ing
sys
tem
s.
All
pro
jec
t p
rop
osa
ls
are
rev
iew
ed
by
sta
te
and
loc
al
gov
ern
men
t j
uri
sdi
cti
ons
bef
ore
an
app
lic
a-
tio
n i
s f
ile
d.
The
app
lic
ati
on
is
sub
jec
t t
o t
he
A-9
5 r
evi
ew
pro
ces
s
and an environmental assessment.
Aut
hor
ize
s t
he
Sec
ret
ary
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re,
thr
oug
h t
he
Far
mer
s H
ome
Adm
ini
str
ati
on,
to
mak
e l
oan
s t
o c
ons
tru
ct,
enl
arg
e,
ext
end
, o
r o
the
r—
wis
e
imp
rov
e
com
mun
ity
fac
ili
tie
s
pro
vid
ing
ess
ent
ial
ser
vic
es
to
rur
al
residents.
The
FmH
A w
ill
mak
e
loa
ns
for
con
str
uct
ion
of
com
mun
ity
fac
ili
tie
s
tha
t
inc
lud
e,
but
are
not
lim
ite
d
to,
tho
se
pro
vid
ing
or
sup
por
tin
g
ove
ral
l
com
mun
ity
dev
elo
pme
nt
suc
h
as
fir
e a
nd
res
cue
ser
vic
es,
tra
nsp
ort
ati
on,
tra
ffi
c
con
tro
l,
com
mun
ity
,
soc
ial
,
cul
tur
al,
hea
lth
and
rec
rea
tio
nal
ben
efi
ts,
ind
ust
ria
l
and
bus
ine
ss
dev
elo
pme
nt.
All
fac
ili
tie
s
fin
anc
ed
in
who
le
or
in
par
t w
ith
FmH
A f
und
s
sha
ll
be
for
pub
lic
use
.
The
app
lic
ati
on
is
sub
jec
t
to
the
A-9
5
rev
iew
pro
ces
s
and
an
env
iro
nme
nta
l
assessment.
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4.
A
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
t
h
e
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
o
f
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
F
a
r
m
e
r
s
H
o
m
e
Administration,
t
o
m
a
k
e
g
r
a
n
t
s
o
r
l
o
a
n
s
(
W
a
t
e
r
a
n
d
W
a
s
t
e
D
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
S
y
s
t
e
m
s
f
o
r
R
u
r
a
l
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
)
t
o
b
e
u
s
e
d
f
o
r
t
h
e
i
n
s
t
a
r
e
p
a
i
r
,
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
,
o
r
e
x
p
a
n
s
i
o
n
o
f
a
r
u
r
a
l
w
a
t
e
r
s
y
s
t
e
m
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
lines,
well,
p
um
p
i
n
g
facilities
and
costs
related
thereto.
T
h
e
i
n
s
t
a
l
l
a
t
i
o
n
,
r
e
p
a
i
r
,
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
,
or
e
x
p
a
n
s
i
o
n
of
a
r
u
r
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
s
y
s
t
e
m
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
t
h
e
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
a
n
d
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
s
a
n
i
t
a
r
y
,
storm,
and
solid
wastes.
llation,
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
:
The
Department
of
Agriculture,
Farmers
Home
Administration,
is
responsible
for
administering
the
above
programs.
Responsibilities
include
the
review
and
approval
of
applicants
for
grants
and/or
loans
and
the
adoption
of
necessary
rules
and
regulations.
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 POLITICAL JURISDICTION:
 
Federal
 
Title or Reference:
Federal Environmental Pesticide Control Act of 1972
includes Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenti-
cide Act, 7 USC 135 et.seq.; P.L. 92-516; amended by
P.L. 94-51, 1975; amended by P.L. 94-140, 1975
Implementing Agency: Environmental Protection Agency
Affected Land Use Activities:
Pesticides
Purpose:
To control the manufacture, sale, and transportation of pesticides.
Provisions:
1.
10.
Prohibits any person in any state from distributing, selling or offer-
ing for sale, holding for sale, shipping, delivering for shipment, or
receiving any pesticide which is not registered by the Administrator
of EPA; except in other cases expressly providedfor under the Act.
Details the procedure for registering a pesticide and the information
required to register.
Classifies the pesticide either as being for general use, restricted
use or both.
Provides the Administrator with the authority to change a user
classification.
Requires certification of applicators of pesticides.
Provides states with the authority to certify applicators, if they so
desire.
Requires state to submit a plan detailing the standards for certifica—
tion of an applicator, and the state agency who willbe responsible for
administering the program.
Provides Administrator with the authority to cancel the registration
of any pesticide at the end of a 5—year period.
Details the procedure for change and cancellation in classification.
Requires the registration of any establishment producing pesticides
to be registered with the Administrator and details the procedures
and information required for registration.
72
jg
r
11.
Authorizes
officers
or
employees
designated
by
the
Administrator
to
enter
any
establishment
or
place
where
pesticides
are
held
for
dis-
tribution
or
sale
for
the
purpose
of
inspection
and
obtaining
samples.
12.
Allows
the
Administrator
to
establish
separate
standards
for
commer-
cial
and
private
applicators.
l3.
Authorizes
the
Administrator
of
any
state
program
to
stop
the
sale
of
any
pesticide
or
device
and
seize
the
remains.
14.
Details
the
penalties
to
which
any
registrant,
commercial
applicator,
wholesaler,
dealer,
retailer,
or
distributor
who
violates
any
provisions
of the Act is subject.
15.
Establishes
procedures
and
regulations
for
the disposal
or
storage
of
packages and containers of pesticides.
16.
Authorizes Administrator of EPA to enter into cooperative agreements
with the State in the enforcement of the Act.
17.
Authorizes Administrator to enter into agreement for the purposes of
encouraging training of applicators.
l8. Provides states with the authority to regulate the sale or use of
pesticides or devices and to provide registration of pesticides for
distribution in the state.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Administrator of EPA is responsible for promulgating rules and regulations
with regard to the usage of pesticides of various classifications, classify—
ing pesticides, establishing standards for certifying applicators, and ap—
proval of state plans.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Titl
e or
Refe
renc
e:
Floo
d Co
ntro
l Ac
t of
1936
as a
mend
ed (
Supp
. 7
4);
33
USCA 701-70lu, 5 USC 5315, 10 USC 3013, 16 USC 460d,
33 USC 416e, 709a, 42 USC 1962-2, d—b, 43 USC 15—lla
Implementing Agency: Department of the Army, Department of Agriculture
Affected Land Use Activities: all categories
Purpose:
To protect watersheds from runoff and water flow retardation and soil
erosion.
Provisions:
1. Construction on Federal land is contingent upon receipt of assurances
from governmental units that necessary easements and rights-of—way
will be provided without cost.
2. Requiring enactment and enforcement of State and local laws restrict—
ing land use and otherwise preventing runoff and soil erosion.
3. Requiring agreements as to the permanent use of land.
4. Failure to comply with conditions of the Act may result in a denial
of funds.
Administrative Responsibilities:
Department of the Army is responsible for preparation and development of
Flood Control Plans. Department of Agriculture is responsible for im-
provement of watersheds, water flow and soil erosion. Emergency measures
for runoff retardation and soil erosion prevention must be taken By the
Secretary of Agriculture.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Title or Reference:
33 USC 709a, Flood Control Act of 1960, as amended;
P.L. 86—645
Implementing Agency: Department of Defense
Affected Land Use Activities: Stormwater Runoff
Purpose:
To promote appropriate recognition of flood hazards in land and water use
planning and development through the provision of needed information,
technical services, and guidance.
Provisions:
1. Authorizes the Secretary of the Army, through the Chief of Engineers,
to compile and disseminate information on floods and flood damages,
including identification on areas subject to inundation by floods,
criteria on the use of flood plain areas, and advise on how to amel—
iorate the flood hazard.
2. Provides information and advice only upon request.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Department of Defense is responsible for the collection and dissemination
of information on floods and flood damage.
   
 POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Title or Reference: Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 as amended,
by Housing Authorization Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-375),
Housing and Community Development Act of 1977 (P.L. 95—128)
Code of Federal Regulations Title 24, Chapter X, Sub-
chapter B.
Implementing Agency:
Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
all
categories
Purpose:
The
program
makes
federally-subsidized
flood
insurance
available
to
property
owners
in
communities
that
establish
and
enforce
minimum
flood
plain
construc-
tion
standards.
Because
of
the
flood
insurance
and
flood
plain
management,
economic
losses
are
reduced
and
construction
is
limited
in
flood—prone
areas.
Provisions:
2 USC 4001 — et. seq.
l.
Authorizes
the
Secretary
of
the
Department
of
Housing
and
Urban
Development
to
establish
and
carry
out
a
national
flood
insurance
program.
2.
Makes
flood
insurance
available
in
only
those
states
or
areas
that
have
given
satisfactory
assurances
that
land
use
controls
and
measures
have
been
adopted
which
are
consistent
with
the
comprehensive
criteria
for
land
management
and
that
the
application
and
enforcement
of
such
measures
will
continue
as
soon
as
technical
information
is
available.
3.
Makes
flood
insurance
available
to
cover
residential
properties,
church
?
properties,
and
business
properties.
4.
Requires
the
Secretaty
to
make
studies
and
investigations
with
regard
to
the
risk
premium
rates
for
flood
insurance
and
prescribe
by
regula—
tion
chargeable
premium
rates,
and
the
terms
and
conditions
under
which
they apply.
5.
Requires
Secretary
to
identify
and
publish
information
with
regard
to
flood
plain
and
coastal
areas,
and
establish
flood—risk
zones.
6.
Requires
the
Secretary
to
develop
criteria
with
aid
to
state
and
local
areas
in
adopting
measures
that
will
guide
development,
reduce
drainage
caused
by
floods,
constrict
the
development
of
land
exposed
to
flood
damage
and
improve
long—range
management
and
use
of
flood—prone
areas.
 7,“,
4
L
 7.
Direots
the
Secretary
of
HUD,
in
cooperation
with
other
agencies,
to
give
the
highest
priority
in
identifying
and
mapping
of
flood
hazard
areas and flood risk zones.
Code
of
Federal
Regulations,
Title
24,
Chapter
X,
Subchapter
8
8.
Details
the
eligibility
requirements
for
participating
in
flood
insurance program.
9.
Prohibits the sale or renewal of flood plain insurance within a
community,
unless
adequate
land use
and control
measures
consistent
with
federal
criteria
have
been
adopted.
10.
Details
the criteria
for
land
management
and
use
—-
i.e.,
a.
Requires that communities in flood—prone areas review building
permits for all proposed construction or other improvements, all
building permit applications,
subdivision proposals, and new
development; and requires new or replacement of existing water supply
systems and/or sanitary sewage systems to comply with flood plain
management requirements.
b.
Requires permits for any excavation, filling grading, or
construction in mudslide—prone areas and requires that these
permits be reviewed.
Administrative Responsibilities:
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Federal Insurance Administration
is responsible for administering the provisions of the Act.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Title or Reference: Food and Agriculture Act of 1962; Public Law 87-703,
lOll (Supp. V) 1959-1963, 7 USC 1010
Implementing Agencxz Department of Agriculture, Farmers Home Administration,
SCS
Affected Land Use Activities: all categories
Purpose:
To correct maladjustments in land use, and assist in controlling soil erosion,
reforestation, preserving natural resources, protecting fish and wildlife,
mitigating floods, preventing impairment of dams and reservoirs, and prob
tecting the watersheds of navigable streams. ;
Provisions;
1. Investigation and surveys to help develop programs and plans of land
conservation and utilization, technical services and financial '
assistance to sponsors, local groups, and individuals.
2. Making loans for resource improvements and developments in approved
projects.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Department of Agriculture is responsible for administering the above
program.
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POLITICAL
JURISDICTION:
Federal
Title
or
Reference:
Section
701,
Housing
Act
of
1954
as
amended,
P.L.
83—560,
and
P.L.
93—383,
Housing
and
Community
Development
Act
of
1977
(P.L.
95—128)
Implementing
Agency:
Department
of
Housing
and
Urban
Development
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
Residential,
commercial,
and
industrial
site
runoff.
Purpose:
To
assist
states
and
local
governments
in
solving
planning
problems;
to
facilitate
development
of
resources
and
planning
services
in
urban
and
rural
areas;
to
facilitate
comprehensive
planning
for
urban
and
rural
development
on
a
continuing
basis
by
governments.
Provisions:
1.
Authorizes
the
Secretary
of
Housing
and
Urban
Development
to
make
grants
to
states,
cities,
counties,
area—wide
organizations,
etc.
2.
Activities
eligible
for
assistance
include
those
necessary
to
develop
and
carry
out
a
comprehensive
plan
as
part
of
an
ongoing
planning
pro—
cess;
to
improve
management
capabilities
to
implement
a
plan;
and
to
develop
a
policy
planning
evaluation
capacity.
3.
Details
the
elements
that
should
be
included
in
the
plan.
4.
Permits
the
Secretary
to make
and guarantee
loans
for
preparation and
development
of plans,
policies,
and
strategies
for
capital
investments,
government services and implementation of measures.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Department of Housing and Urban Development is responsible for
administering the 701 program.
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 PO
LI
TI
CA
L
JU
RI
SD
IC
TI
ON
:
Fe
de
ra
l
Ti
tl
e
or
Re
fe
re
nc
e:
Ti
tl
e
I
of
th
e
Ho
us
e
an
d
Co
mm
un
it
y
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t
Ac
t
of
19
74
,
P.
L.
93
-3
83
as
am
en
de
d
by
th
e
Ho
us
in
g
an
d
Co
mm
un
it
y
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t
Ac
t
of
19
77
,
Ti
tl
e
I.
Im
pl
em
en
ti
ng
Ag
en
cy
:
U.
S.
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
Ho
us
in
g
an
d
Ur
ba
n
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t,
Co
mm
un
it
y
Pl
an
ni
ng
an
d
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t
Af
fe
ct
ed
La
nd
Us
e
Ac
ti
vi
ti
es
:
Re
si
de
nt
ia
l,
co
mm
er
ci
al
an
d
in
du
st
ri
al
ru
no
ff
 
Purpose:
To
ai
d
in
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
vi
ab
le
ur
ba
n
co
mm
un
it
ie
s
in
cl
ud
in
g
de
ce
nt
ho
us
in
g
an
d
a
su
it
ab
le
li
vi
ng
en
vi
ro
nm
en
t
an
d
ex
pa
nd
in
g
ec
on
om
ic
op
po
rt
un
it
ie
s
pr
in
-
ci
pa
ll
y
fo
r
pe
rs
on
s
of
lo
w
an
d
mo
de
ra
te
in
co
me
.
Provisions:
1.
Au
th
or
iz
es
th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
of
Ho
us
in
g
an
d
Ur
ba
n
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t
to
ma
ke
gr
an
ts
to
st
at
es
an
d
un
it
s
of
lo
ca
l
go
ve
rn
me
nt
to
he
lp
fi
na
nc
e
th
e
Community Development Program.
2.
Re
qu
ir
es
ap
pl
ic
an
ts
to
th
e
gr
an
t
pr
og
ra
m
to
su
bm
it
a
su
mm
ar
y
of
a
3-y
ear
com
mun
ity
pla
n w
hic
h
ide
nti
fie
s
the
com
mun
ity
's
dev
elo
pme
nt
and
hou
sin
g
nee
ds,
and
dem
ons
tra
tes
a c
omp
reh
ens
ive
str
ate
gy
of
mee
tin
g
those needs.
3.
Spe
cif
ies
the
act
ivi
tie
s
eli
gib
le
for
ass
ist
anc
e u
nde
r
thi
s
pro
gra
m.
The
y i
ncl
ude
lan
d a
cqu
isi
tio
n,
reh
abi
lit
ati
on,
and
res
tor
ati
on
and
the
pro
vis
ion
of
pub
lic
wor
ks,
fac
ili
tie
s a
nd
imp
rov
eme
nts
.
4.
All
ows
the
Sec
ret
ary
to
ter
min
ate
, r
edu
ce
or
lim
it
pay
men
ts
to
gra
nt
rec
ipi
ent
s u
nde
r t
his
pro
gra
m i
f t
he
Sec
ret
ary
fin
ds
tha
t a
rec
ipi
ent
has failed to comply with the provisions under Title I.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The
Depa
rtme
nt o
f Ho
usin
g an
d Ur
ban
Deve
lopm
ent
is r
espo
nsib
le f
or a
dmin
is-
teri
ng t
he p
rogr
am.
Loca
l un
its
of g
over
nmen
t wh
o r
ecei
ve g
rant
s ar
e
metr
opol
itan
citi
es,
urba
n co
unti
es w
hich
are
enti
tled
to f
unds
. D
iscr
etio
nary
fund
s ar
e av
aila
ble
to s
mall
citi
es,
neig
hbor
hood
—bas
ed,
non—
prof
it o
rgan
iza—
tion
s, l
ocal
deve
lopm
ent
corp
orat
ions
or S
mall
Busi
ness
Inve
stme
nt C
ompa
nies
.
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PO
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
L
a
n
d
a
n
d
W
a
t
e
r
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
F
u
n
d
s
A
c
t
o
f
1
9
6
5
,
1
6
U
S
C
4
6
0
1
-
1
0
;
P
.
L
.
9
0
—
4
0
1
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
of
I
n
t
e
r
i
o
r
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
R
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
,
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
Purpose:
7
To
c
r
e
a
t
e
a
land
and
w
a
t
e
r
c
o
n
s
e
r
va
t
i
o
n
fund
to
assist
states
in
planning,
a
c
q
u
i
s
i
t
i
o
n
and
d
e
ve
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
of
n
e
e
d
e
d
land
and
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
for
r
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
projects.
Provisions:
1.
Establishes
the
land
and
water
conservation
fund.
2.
Establishes
a
"user
fee”
or
admissions
fee
to
be
charged
at
designated
units
of
the
National
Park
System
administered
by
the
Department
of
the
Interior
and
National
Recreation
Areas
administered
by
the
Depart-
ment of Agriculture.
3.
Requires
special
recreation
permits
for
uses
such
as
group
activities,
recreationaﬂ
events,
and
motorized
recreational
vehicles.
4.
Establishes
a
grant
program
which
provides
financial
assistance
to
states
for
planning,
acquisition
and
deveﬂopment
of
outdoor
recrea-
tional areas and facilities.
5.
Requires
the
applicant
to
submit
a
comprehensive
statewide
outdoor
recreation
plan
prior
to
consideration
by
the
Secretary
for
financial
assistance.
Administrative Responsibilities:
 
The
Department
of
Interior,
Office
of Outdoor Recreation
is
responsible
for
preparing and maintaining an inventory and evaluation of outdoor recrea—
tional needs and resources, preparing a system for classification of outdoor
recreation resources, formulating and maintaining a comprehensive nation—
wide outdoor recreational plan, and providing technical and financial assist-
ance in developing and carrying out their plans.
 
POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Tit
le
or
Ref
ere
nce
:
Nat
ion
al
For
est
s 1
6 U
SCA
Sec
tio
ns
471,
475,
476,
480, 482, 482L—2, 482L—3
Implementing Agency: Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
Affected Land Use-Activities: Timber Production
Purpose:
To improve and protect the national forests, secure favorable conditions
of water flow and furnish a continuous supply of timber.
Provisions:
1. Establishes national forests.
2. Regulates the sale of timber and requires that notice of the sale
take place not less than 30 days before the sale.
3. Any person who violatesany rule or regulation shall be guilty of
a misdemeanor and upon conviction befined not more than $500 or
imprisoned for not more than one year, or both.
4. Permits prospecting, development and utilization of mineral resources
within the boundary of the national forests in Minnesota (Black Hills
National or Harvey National Forest), Section 508b.
5. Authorizes the forest service to investigate, purchase lands or
interests in lands or rights—of—way for use and protection of water
rights in national forests.
6. Merchantable timber may be cut only if cutting will not detrimentally
affect the "purity" of the water.
7. Authorizes permits for timber cutting in certain national forests
if necessary to mining operation.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Forest Service, Department of Agriculture is responsible for promulgating
rules and regulations with regard to the use, occupation, and sale of
timber in national forests. The Forest Service is also responsible for
the administration and protection of the national forest in accordance
with national forest regulations, policies and procedures.
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 POLITICAL
JURISDICTION:
Federal
 
Title
or
Reference:
Chapter
3,
Forests;
16
USC
551—583;
Service
and
Management
Implementing
Agency:
Forest
Service,
Department
of
Agriculture
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
Woodland
Grazing,
Timber
Production
Purpose:
To
provide
for
the
proper
management
of
Forest
Service
lands
through
watershed
protection,
control
of
grazing
on
natural
forest
lands,
reforest-
ation
programs,
and
coordinated
harvesting
with
private
landowners.
Provisions:
1.
Provides
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture
with
the
authority
to
enter
into
a
cooperative
agreement
with
a
municipality
(who
obtains
its
water
supply
from
a
national
forest)
to
protect
the
watershed
within
the
area
of the national forest.
2.
Provides
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture
with
the
authority
to
promulgate
rules
and
regulations
necessary
to
protect
a
watershed.
3.
Details
the
duties
of
Forest
Service
officials
with
regard
to
stock
for
the
prevention
and
extinguishment
of
forest
fires,
and
for
the
protection of fish and game.
4.
Authorizes
the
Secretary
of
Agriculture
to
ascertain
and
determine
the
location
of
public
lands
that are
valuable
for
stream
flow protection
or
for
timber
production and
report
the
findings
to
the
National Forest
Reservation Commission.
'
5.
Establishes the local advisory board for the purpose of listening to
grievances of forest grazing permittees with regard to grazing on forest
lands, recommencing the issuance of permits, seasons of use, and the
capacity of the land.
6. Requires permits for grazing on national forest lands. These permits
are limited to ten years with renewable terms.
7. Requires the Secretary of Agriculture to make and keep current a
comprehensive survey of the present and prospective requirements for
timber and other forest production in the U.S.
8. Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to establish a program, the
purpose of which is to conduct investigations, experiments, and tests
that will promulgate the best methods of reforestation and of growing,
managing and utilizing timber.
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9.
Au
th
or
iz
es
th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
of
Ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
e
to
en
te
r
in
to
co
op
er
at
iv
e
ag
re
em
en
ts
wi
th
pr
iv
at
e
ow
ne
rs
of
fo
re
st
la
nd
wi
th
in
a
su
st
ai
ne
d—
yi
el
d
un
it
(a
un
it
of
fo
re
st
la
nd
un
de
r
th
e
ju
ri
sd
ic
ti
on
of
th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
of
Ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
e)
to
pr
ov
id
e
co
or
di
na
te
d
ma
na
ge
me
nt
.
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
ve
Re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ti
es
:
 
Th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
of
Ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
e
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
ad
mi
ni
st
er
in
g
al
l
pr
og
ra
ms
under the Title.
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 P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
P
u
b
l
i
c
L
a
n
d
s
T
i
t
l
e
7
(
U
S
C
A
1
3
6
V
;
S
u
p
p
.
7
4
)
C
h
a
p
.
o
n
G
r
a
z
i
n
g
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
o
f
I
n
t
e
r
i
o
r
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
W
o
o
d
l
a
n
d
g
r
a
z
i
n
g
Purpose:
E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
s
g
r
a
z
i
n
g
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
o
n
v
a
c
a
n
t
,
u
n
r
e
s
e
r
v
e
d
,
u
n
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
d
l
a
n
d
s
i
n
a
n
e
f
f
o
r
t
t
o
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
h
i
g
h
e
s
t
u
s
e
.
Provisions:
1.
A
l
l
o
w
s
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
t
o
l
e
a
s
e
g
r
a
z
i
n
g
p
r
i
v
i
l
e
g
e
s
f
o
r
a
t
e
r
m
o
f
u
p
t
o
t
e
n
y
e
a
r
s
.
T
h
e
r
e
i
s
a
n
o
p
t
i
o
n
t
o
r
e
n
e
w
t
h
e
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
.
2.
A
l
l
o
w
s
t
h
e
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
t
h
e
r
i
g
h
t
t
o
r
e
f
u
s
e
to
r
e
n
e
w
a
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
.
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
:
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
of
Interior
is
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e
for
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
i
n
g
grazing
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
and
p
r
o
m
u
l
g
a
t
i
n
g
rules
and
r
e
g
ul
a
t
i
o
n
s
with
regard
to
g
r
a
zi
n
g
privileges.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Tit
le
or
Ref
ere
nce
:
Pub
lic
Wor
ks
and
Eco
nom
ic
Dev
elo
pme
nt
Act
of
196
5
(amended 1976)
Implementing Agency: Department of Commerce
Aff
ect
ed
Lan
d U
se
Act
ivi
tie
s:
Res
ide
nti
al
and
ind
ust
ria
l s
ite
run
off
Purpose:
To s
timu
late
econ
omic
ally
dist
ress
ed r
egio
ns,
coun
ties
, an
d co
mmun
itie
s
with substantial and persistent unemployment through public works and
development facilities.
Provisions:
1. Authorizes EDAto provide grants to states, political subdivisions or
private nonprofit organizations for construction of public facilities
such as water and sewer systems, port facilities and flood control
projects, industrial roads, expansion of harbor and port facilities.
2. Funds the public works projects through the award of direct grants
supplementing grants, bonus grants, health facility operating grants,
and loans, or through a combination of the above.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Secretary of Commerce is designated Administrator for purposes of the
Act. The key branch of the Department of Commerce which is responsible
to react to applications, promulgate rules and regulations, and implement,
evaluate, and approve application is the Economic Development Administration.
 
 P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
R
e
c
o
v
e
r
y
A
c
t
o
f
1
9
7
6
;
4
2
U
S
G
3
2
5
1
e
t
.
s
e
q
.
,
P
L
8
9
—
2
7
2
,
a
m
e
n
d
e
d
b
y
P
L
9
1
—
5
1
2
,
P
L
9
3
—
1
4
,
P
L
9
3
-
6
1
,
P
L
9
4
—
5
8
0
a
n
d
P
L
7
4
-
4
6
a
s
a
m
e
n
d
e
d
b
y
S
o
i
l
a
n
d
D
o
m
e
s
t
i
c
A
l
l
o
t
m
e
n
t
A
c
t
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
S
o
l
i
d
W
a
s
t
e
Purpose:
T
o
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
n
d
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
f
o
r
t
h
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
o
f
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
l
a
n
s
a
n
d
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
f
o
r
t
h
e
r
e
c
o
v
e
r
y
o
f
e
n
e
r
g
y
a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
f
r
o
m
d
i
s
c
a
r
d
e
d
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
a
n
d
f
o
r
t
h
e
s
a
f
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
of
d
i
s
c
a
r
d
e
d
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
,
a
n
d
to
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
e
t
h
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
of
h
a
z
a
r
d
o
u
s
wa
s
t
e
.
Provisions:
1.
Authorizes
teams
of
personnel
(referred
to
as
Resource
Conservation
and
Recovery
Panels)
to
provide
technical
assistance
on
solid
waste
management
to
states
and
local
governments
upon
request.
2.
Requires
the
Administrator
of
EPA
to
develop
and
promulgate
criteria
for
identifying
characteristics
of
and
listing
descriptions
of
hazardous waste.
3.
Requires
the
Administrator
of
EPA
to
promulgate
rules
establishing
such
standards,
applicable
to
generators
of
hazardous
waste.
4.
Requires
the
Administrator
of
EPA
to
promulgate
standards
applicable
to
transporters
of
hazardous
waste
and
owners
and
operators
of
hazardous
waste
treatment,
storage,
and
disposal
facilities.
5.
Requires
the
Administrator
of
EPA
to
promulgate
regulations
as
to
the
permit
requirements
for
persons
owning-or
operatinga
facility
for
treatment,
storage,
or
disposal
of
hazardous
waste.
6;
Requires
the
Administrator
of
EPA
to promulgate
standards
containing
guidelines to assist in the development and implementation of state
solid waste management plan.
7.
Details the minimum requirement for approval of state plan.
8.
Requires the Administrator of EPA to promulgate criteria for deter-
mining which facilities should be classified as open dumps and
which shall be classified as sanitary landfills.
9. Prohibits open dumping of solid waste or hazardous waste, except
in the case of any practice or disposal of solid waste under a
timetable or schedule for compliance of such measure.
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10
.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
go
ve
rn
or
of
ea
ch
st
at
e
to
pr
om
ul
ga
te
ru
le
s
an
d
re
gu
la
ti
on
s
fo
r
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
an
d
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
a
st
at
e
pl
an
.
11
.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
go
ve
rn
or
to
id
en
ti
fy
an
ag
en
cy
to
de
ve
lo
p
an
d
im
pl
em
en
t
the state plan.
;
.
W
M
:
W
Z
;
.
#
’
t
o
.
.
.
t
h
‘
J
‘
s
-
w
e
:
.
.
12
.
Au
th
or
iz
es
th
e
go
ve
rn
or
s
of
tw
o
or
mo
re
st
at
es
to
en
te
r
in
to
a
co
op
er
a—
ti
ve
ag
re
em
en
t
to
de
si
gn
at
e
or
es
ta
bl
is
h
an
ag
en
cy
to
de
ve
lo
p
a
pl
an
for the region.
T
E
E
;
f?
§
13
.
Es
ta
bl
is
he
s
a
gr
an
t
pr
og
ra
m
to
pr
ov
id
e
fi
na
nc
ia
l
an
d
te
ch
ni
ca
l
as
si
st
an
ce
to
st
at
es
,
co
un
ti
es
,
mu
ni
ci
pa
li
ti
es
an
d
in
te
rm
un
ic
ip
al
it
ie
s,
ag
en
ci
es
,
an
d
st
at
e
an
d
lo
ca
l
pu
bl
ic
so
li
d
wa
st
e
ma
na
ge
me
nt
au
th
or
it
ie
s
fo
r
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
pr
og
ra
ms
to
pr
ov
id
e
so
li
d
wa
st
e
ma
na
ge
me
nt
fo
r
re
so
ur
ce
re
co
ve
ry
,
re
so
ur
ce
co
ns
er
va
ti
on
se
rv
ic
es
,
an
d
ha
za
rd
ou
s
wa
st
e
management.
Administrative Responsibilities:
Th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
of
th
e
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
Pr
ot
ec
ti
on
Ag
en
cy
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
app
rov
ing
sta
te
or
reg
ion
al
sol
id
was
te
pla
ns
and
app
lic
ati
ons
for
fin
anc
ial
ass
ist
anc
e.
The
Adm
ini
str
ato
r
is
als
o
res
pon
sib
le
for
pro
mul
gat
ing
rul
es
and
reg
ula
tio
ns
wit
h
reg
ard
to
cha
rac
ter
ist
ics
and
lis
tin
g
of
haz
ard
ous
was
tes
for
own
ers
and
ope
rat
ors
of
haz
ard
ous
was
te
tre
atm
ent
sto
rag
e
and
dis
pos
al
fac
ili
tie
s,
per
mit
req
uir
eme
nts
,
and
for
imp
lem
ent
ing
sta
te
or
regional plans.
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 P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
S
a
f
e
D
r
i
n
k
i
n
g
W
a
t
e
r
A
c
t
,
P
a
r
t
C
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
P
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
A
g
e
n
c
y
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
L
i
q
u
i
d
,
S
o
l
i
d
a
n
d
D
e
e
p
w
e
l
l
D
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
Purpose:
T
o
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
f
o
r
s
t
a
t
e
u
n
d
e
r
g
r
o
u
n
d
i
n
j
e
c
t
i
o
n
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
to
p
r
e
v
e
n
t
u
n
d
e
r
g
r
o
u
n
d
i
n
j
e
c
t
i
o
n
w
h
i
c
h
e
n
d
a
n
g
e
r
s
d
r
i
n
k
i
n
g
w
a
t
e
r
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.
Provisions:
T
h
e
E
P
A
m
u
s
t
a
d
o
p
t
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
w
h
i
c
h
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
t
a
t
e
s
to
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
programs
for
underground
injection.
These
programs
must
be
approved
by
the
EPA.
The
control
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
shall:
1.
Prohibit
any
underground
injection
which
is
not
authorized
by
a
state permit;
2.
Require,
for
those
injections
which
are
permitted,
that
the
applicant
for the permit;
3.
Pass
a
blanket
rule
allowing
specific
types
of
injections,
if
the
rule
will
not
allow
injections
which
will
endanger
underground
drinking
water
sources;
4.
Require
inspection,
monitoring,
record—keeping,
and
reporting
of
permitted activities;
5.
Apply
to
all
injections
made
by
federal
agencies
or
federally—owned
land;
6.
Specifically
exempt
from
control
the
underground
injection
of
brine
and
other
fluids
which
are brought
to
the
surface
in
connection with
oil and natural gas production or the underground injection of a
secondary or tertiary recovery of oil or natural gas from the per—
mitting program, unless such requirements are essential to assure
that
underground
sources
of
drinking
water
will not be
endangered
by such injection.
7.
Issue temporary permits if necessary to allow continued injection
operations until the final rules and regulations have been pro-
mulgated.
   
iL ?
 
Administrative Responsibilities:
The
Sta
te
is
req
uir
ed
to
dev
elo
p a
con
tro
l p
rog
ram
for
und
erg
rou
nd
in-
gect
ion
of f
luid
s.
This
prog
ram
must
be a
ppro
ved
by t
he E
PA a
s me
etin
g
the requirements for the Safe Drinking Water Act. Once the State's
prog
ram
is a
ppro
ved
by t
he E
PA,
the
stat
e sh
all
have
the
prim
ary
enfo
rce—
ment responsibilities for controlling underground fluid injection.
The EPA is given authority to insure that the state then enforces its
control program through civil actions and penalties.
9O
 
 P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
S
o
i
l
S
u
r
v
e
y
s
P
.
L
.
8
9
—
5
6
0
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
‘
o
f
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,
S
o
i
l
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
E
r
o
s
i
o
n
Purpose:
T
o
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
a
n
d
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
t
h
e
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
o
f
t
h
e
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
,
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
e
l
a
n
d
a
n
d
w
a
t
e
r
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
,
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
f
o
r
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
u
s
e
s
o
f
s
u
c
h
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
a
n
d
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
a
n
d
r
e
d
u
c
e
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
f
o
r
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
i
n
a
r
e
a
s
o
f
r
a
p
i
d
l
y
changing uses.
Provisions:
1.
A
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
the
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
of
A
g
r
i
c
ul
t
ur
e
to
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
a
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
to
a
s
s
i
s
t
in
m
a
k
i
n
g
soil
surveys
in
states
and
o
t
h
e
r
p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
sub—
divisions.
2.
Provides
assistance
upon
request
of
an
area
with
respect
to
making
studies
and
reports
necessary
to
classify
and
interpret
kinds
of
soils
and
in
furnishing
technical
and
other
assistance
needed
to
make use of soil surveys.
Administrative
Responsibilities:
The
Department
of
Agriculture
is
responsible
for
administering
this
program.
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PO
LI
TI
CA
L
JU
RI
SD
IC
TI
ON
:
Fe
de
ra
l
Ti
tl
e
or
Re
fe
re
nc
e:
Su
rf
ac
e
Mi
ne
Re
cl
am
at
io
n
Ac
t,
P.
L.
95
-8
7
Im
pl
em
en
ti
ng
Ag
en
cy
:
US
DA
an
d
th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
th
e
In
te
ri
or
Purpose:
To
re
gu
la
te
su
rf
aC
e
mi
ni
ng
an
d
to
re
cl
ai
m
ab
an
do
ne
d
mi
ne
s.
Provisions:
1.
Es
ta
bl
is
h
a
na
ti
on
wi
de
pr
og
ra
m
to
re
gu
la
te
su
rf
ac
e
mi
ni
ng
.
2.
Cr
ea
te
s
Of
fi
ce
of
Su
rf
ac
e
Mi
ni
ng
(O
SM
).
(5
re
gi
on
al
an
d
14
di
st
ri
ct
of
fi
ce
s
es
ta
bl
is
he
d
to
ad
mi
ni
st
er
la
w.
)
3.
Pr
oh
ib
it
Fe
de
ra
l
em
pl
oy
ee
s
fr
om
pe
rf
or
mi
ng
an
y
fu
nc
ti
on
s
un
de
r
th
e
Ac
t
if
th
ey
ha
ve
a
di
re
ct
or
in
di
re
ct
fi
na
nc
ia
l
in
te
re
st
in
co
al
mining operations.
4.
Au
th
or
iz
es
re
se
ar
ch
an
d
de
mo
ns
tr
at
io
n
pr
oj
ec
ts
.
5.
Cr
ea
te
s
Ad
vi
so
ry
Co
mm
it
te
e
on
Mi
ni
ng
an
d
Mi
ne
ra
ls
Re
so
ur
ce
s
Re
se
ar
ch
.
6.
Cr
ea
te
s
ab
an
do
ne
d
mi
ne
re
cl
am
at
io
n
fu
nd
.
(F
ee
co
ll
ec
ti
on
st
ar
ts
January 30, 1978.)
7.
Es
ta
bl
is
he
s
a U
SD
A
ru
ra
l
ab
an
do
ne
d
mi
ne
pr
og
ra
m
wh
ic
h:
a)
is
el
ig
ib
le
fo
r
20
%
of
re
cl
am
at
io
n
fu
nd
($
20
—4
4
mi
ll
io
n
pe
r
year)
b)
pr
ov
id
es
fo
r
lo
ng
—t
er
m
ag
re
em
en
ts
of
up
to
le
ye
ar
s
wi
th
ru
ra
l
la
nd
ow
ne
rs
fo
r
re
cl
am
at
io
n.
(R
eg
ul
at
io
ns
fo
r
im
pl
e—
me
nt
at
io
n
ar
e
be
in
g
pr
ep
ar
ed
by
SCS
fo
r
pu
bl
ic
at
io
n
Ja
nu
ar
y
1978).
c)
re
qu
ir
es
an
es
ti
ma
te
d
30
0
ma
n—
ye
ar
s
in
19
78
to
67
0
ma
n-
ye
ar
s
by 1981.
d)
As
of
Dec
emb
er
1,
197
7,
app
rox
ima
tel
y
1 m
ill
ion
acr
es
of
coa
l
min
ed
lan
ds
wer
e
in
nee
d
of
rec
lam
ati
on.
8.
Org
ani
zes
a s
tat
e c
oor
din
ati
ng
com
mit
tee
to
coo
rdi
nat
e t
he
"ru
ral
la
nd
s"
pr
og
ra
ms
wi
th
ot
he
r
Ti
tl
e
IV
pr
og
ra
ms
.
9.
Pr
ov
id
es
fo
r
re
se
ar
ch
an
d
de
mo
ns
tr
at
io
n
pr
oj
ec
ts
re
la
ti
ve
to
su
rf
ac
e
mine reclamation,
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10.
ll.
o
14.
15.
l6.
17.
18.
19.
20.
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
i
n
i
t
i
a
l
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
D
e
c
e
m
b
e
r
8,
1
9
7
7
)
f
o
r
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
coal mining.
(
P
u
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
f
i
n
a
l
i
n
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
R
e
g
i
s
t
e
r
o
f
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
o
f
s
u
r
f
a
c
e
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
i
n
a
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
e
r
o
s
i
o
n
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
,
s
o
i
l
r
e
c
o
n
-
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
,
v
e
g
e
t
a
t
i
v
e
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
i
m
p
o
u
n
d
m
e
n
t
d
e
s
i
g
n
.
(
A
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
s
f
o
r
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
w
i
l
l
b
e
w
o
r
k
e
d
o
u
t
a
m
o
n
g
S
t
a
t
e
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
a
n
d
U
S
D
A
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
a
t
S
t
a
t
e
l
e
v
e
l
.
)
D
e
f
i
n
e
s
p
r
i
m
e
f
a
r
m
l
a
n
d
as
l
a
n
d
t
h
a
t
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
u
s
e
d
f
o
r
i
n
t
e
n
s
i
v
e
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
at
l
e
a
s
t
5
y
e
a
r
s
o
ut
of
20
y
e
a
r
s
p
r
e
c
e
d
i
n
g
t
h
e
d
a
t
e
of
the
p
e
r
m
i
t
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
and
m
e
e
t
s
the
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
criteria
p
ub
l
i
s
h
e
d
by
U
S
D
A
in
the
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
R
e
g
i
s
t
e
r
A
ug
us
t
23,
1977.
S
t
a
t
e
s
t
h
a
t
if
p
r
i
m
e
f
a
r
m
l
a
n
d
s
a
r
e
in
t
h
e
require:
a)
t
h
e
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
c
o
n
s
u
l
t
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
S
C
S
S
t
a
t
e
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
i
s
t
(
S
t
a
t
e
l
a
n
d
u
s
e
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
a
n
d
c
o
n
—
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
b
e
u
t
i
l
i
z
e
d
as
p
a
r
t
of
the
c
o
n
—
s
ul
t
i
n
g
base)
on
r
e
s
t
o
r
a
t
i
o
n
p
l
a
n
for
p
r
i
m
e
farmlands.
b)
operator
compliance
with
specific
USDA
reconstruction
stan-
dards.
c)
no
part
of
the
level
posted
prior
to
mining
be
released
until
soil
productivity
has
returned
to
equivalent
levels
of
yield
as
existed
prior
to
mining.
p
e
r
m
i
t
a
r
e
a
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
Provides
for
use
of
USDA
personnel
as
Federal
inspectors
during
initial program.
Requires
Secretary
of
the
Interior
to
solicit
USDA
views
prior
to
State program approval.
Provides
for
designation
of
lands
as
unsuitable
for
mining
minerals
other than coal.
Provides
for
USDA
input
to
annual
report
submitted
to
Congress.
Provides
for
indepth study
of
current
and developing
technology
for mining and reclamation.
Authorizes the construction and operation of 10 university coal
research laboratories.
Authorizes research demonstration projects and training relative
to coal mining and reclamation.
   
 Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
ve
Re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ti
es
:
Th
e
De
pa
rt
me
nt
of
th
e
In
te
ri
or
is
re
sp
on
si
bl
e
fo
r
im
pl
em
en
ti
ng
th
e
ac
t.
US
DA
is
al
so
ch
ar
ge
d
wi
th
co
ns
id
er
ab
le
re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ti
es
.
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 P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
 
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
W
a
t
e
r
B
a
n
k
A
c
t
,
P
.
L
.
9
1
—
5
5
9
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
S
t
a
b
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
R
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
Purpose:
To
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
e
s
u
r
f
a
c
e
w
a
t
e
r
s
;
p
r
e
s
e
r
v
e
a
n
d
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
i
g
r
a
t
o
r
y
w
a
t
e
r
f
o
w
l
h
a
b
i
t
a
t
a
n
d
w
i
l
d
l
i
f
e
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
;
a
n
d
s
e
c
u
r
e
o
t
h
e
r
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
a
n
d
a
g
r
i
—
c
ul
t
ur
a
l
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
limitations.
Provisions:
1.
A
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
the
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
of
A
g
r
i
c
ul
t
ur
e
to
enter
into
a
1
0
—ye
a
r
agree-
ment
with
eligible
landowners
in
important
migratory
waterfowl
nesting
and
breeding
areas
or
other
wetlands
identified
in
a
conservation
plan
developed
in
cooperation
with
the
Soil
and
Water
Conservation
Districts
in
which
the
lands
are
located,
under
such
rules
and
regulations
pre-
scribed
by
the
Secretary.
2.
Requires
agreements
by
landowners
not
to
drain,
burn,
fall
or
otherwise
destroy
the
wetland
character
of
such
areas
and
not
to
use
such
areas
for
agricultural
purposes
in
return
for
annual
payments.
Administrative
Responsibilities:
The
Secretary
of
Agriculture
is
responsible
for
carrying
out
the
program
in
harmony
with
wetlands
programs
administered
by
the
Secretary
of
the
Interior
and
utilizes
technical
and
related
services
of
appropriate
state,
Federal
and
private
conservation
agencies
to
assure
proper
coordination.
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.
9
.
.
.
A
;
.
'
m
.
-
;
A
P
O
L
I
T
I
C
A
L
J
U
R
I
S
D
I
C
T
I
O
N
:
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
.
t
:
“
a
T
i
t
l
e
o
r
R
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
:
W
a
t
e
r
P
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
A
c
t
A
m
e
n
d
m
e
n
t
o
f
1
9
7
2
a
s
a
m
e
n
d
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
C
l
e
a
n
W
a
t
e
r
A
c
t
o
f
1
9
7
7
(
P
L
9
2
-
5
0
0
)
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
1
0
2
,
1
0
4
,
1
0
5
,
1
0
8
,
2
0
8
,
3
0
3
,
3
0
4
,
3
0
5
,
3
1
5
,
4
0
4
,
4
0
5
,
5
0
3
,
i
4
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
A
g
e
n
c
y
:
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
P
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
A
g
e
n
c
y
)3
V
m.
A
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
L
a
n
d
U
s
e
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:
a
l
l
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
Provisions:
1.
E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
s
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
g
o
a
l
s
a
n
d
p
o
l
i
c
y
w
i
t
h
r
e
g
a
r
d
t
o
w
a
t
e
r
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
.
2.
E
m
p
o
w
e
r
s
t
h
e
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
P
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
A
g
e
n
c
y
to
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
t
h
e
p
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
s
of
t
h
e
A
c
t
.
3.
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
E
P
A
'
s
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
to
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
v
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
f
o
r
p
r
e
ve
n
t
i
n
g
,
r
e
d
u
c
i
n
g
or
e
l
i
m
i
n
a
t
i
n
g
th
e
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
of
n
a
v
i
g
a
b
l
e
s
ur
f
a
c
e
an
d
g
r
o
un
d
wa
t
e
r
s
an
d
i
m
p
r
o
vi
n
g
th
e
s
a
n
i
t
a
r
y
c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
of
S
u
r
f
a
c
e
an
d
gr
ou
nd
wa
te
rs
.
A
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
th
e
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
to
m
a
k
e
j
o
i
n
t
i
n
ve
s
-
tigations.
4.
Es
ta
bl
is
he
s
a
gr
an
t
pr
og
ra
m
th
at
pr
ov
id
es
fu
nd
s
(t
o
pa
y
no
t
mo
re
th
an
50
pe
rc
en
t
of
th
e
ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
ve
ex
pe
ns
es
of
a
pl
an
ni
ng
ag
en
cy
,
no
t
to
ex
ce
ed
th
re
e
ye
ar
s)
to
de
ve
lo
p
a
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
po
ll
ut
io
n
co
nt
ro
l
pl
an
fo
r
th
e
Ba
si
n,
wh
en
mo
re
th
an
on
e
st
at
e
is
in
vo
lv
ed
in the application.
5.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
to
co
nd
uc
t
re
se
ar
ch
an
d
te
ch
ni
ca
l
wo
rk
wi
th
re
sp
ec
t
to
wa
te
r
qu
al
it
y
in
th
e
wa
te
rs
of
th
e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s.
6.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
St
ra
to
r
of
EP
A
to
de
ve
lo
p
an
d
is
su
e
to
th
e
st
at
es
th
e
la
te
st
sc
ie
nt
if
ic
kn
ow
le
dg
e
av
ai
la
bl
e
in
in
di
ca
ti
ng
ki
nd
an
d
ex
te
nt
of
ef
fe
ct
s
on
he
al
th
an
d
we
lf
ar
e
wh
ic
h
ma
y
be
ex
pe
ct
ed
fr
om
th
e
pr
es
en
ce
of
pe
st
ic
id
es
in
th
e
wa
te
r
in
va
ry
in
g
qu
an
ti
ti
es
.
7.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
of
EP
A
to
ca
rr
y
ou
t
a
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
st
ud
y
an
d
re
se
ar
ch
pr
og
ra
m
to
de
ve
lo
p
ne
w
an
d
im
pr
ov
ed
me
th
od
s
of
pr
e—
ve
nt
in
g
an
d
el
im
in
at
in
g
po
ll
ut
io
n
fr
om
ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
e.
8.
Au
th
or
iz
es
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
of
EP
A
to
es
ta
bl
is
h
a
gr
an
t
pr
og
ra
m
for research and development of:
a)
ne
w
or
im
pr
ov
ed
me
th
od
s
fo
r
th
e
pr
ev
en
ti
on
,
re
mo
va
l,
re
—
du
ct
io
n,
an
d
el
im
in
at
io
n
of
po
ll
ut
io
n
in
la
ke
s
an
d
th
e
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
of
pu
bl
ic
ly
ow
ne
d
re
se
ar
ch
fa
ci
li
ti
es
fo
r
su
ch
purposes;
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—b
)
a
d
v
a
n
c
e
d
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
e
n
h
a
n
c
e
m
e
n
t
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
t
o
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
f
r
o
m
a
l
l
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
w
i
t
h
i
n
s
u
c
h
b
a
s
i
n
s
o
r
p
o
r
t
i
o
n
s
t
h
e
r
e
o
f
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
;
c
)
n
e
w
a
n
d
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
o
f
e
l
i
m
i
n
a
t
i
n
g
o
r
r
e
d
u
c
i
n
g
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
f
r
o
m
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
.
9
.
E
m
p
o
w
e
r
s
t
h
e
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
f
E
P
A
,
i
n
c
a
r
r
y
i
n
g
o
u
t
t
h
e
a
b
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
i
o
n
e
d
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
t
o
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
,
o
n
a
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
y
b
a
s
i
s
,
a
n
a
c
c
e
l
e
r
a
t
e
d
e
f
f
o
r
t
t
o
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
,
r
e
f
i
n
e
,
a
n
d
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
:
a
)
w
a
s
t
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
t
o
p
o
i
n
t
a
n
d
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
o
f
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
;
b
)
a
d
v
a
n
c
e
d
w
a
s
t
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
t
o
p
o
i
n
t
a
n
d
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
;
c
)
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
n
d
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
t
o
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
a
n
d
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
e
f
f
e
c
t
s
o
f
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
o
n
t
h
e
c
h
e
m
i
c
a
l
,
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
a
n
d
b
i
o
—
l
o
g
i
c
a
l
i
n
t
e
g
r
i
t
y
o
f
t
h
e
w
a
t
e
r
.
1
0
.
A
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
s
t
h
e
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
o
f
E
P
A
t
o
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
a
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
y
s
t
a
t
e
,
p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l
s
u
b
d
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
,
i
n
t
e
r
s
t
a
t
e
a
g
e
n
c
y
,
o
r
c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
t
h
e
r
e
o
f
,
t
o
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
o
n
e
o
r
m
o
r
e
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
t
o
d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
n
e
w
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
a
n
d
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
a
n
d
t
o
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
p
r
e
l
i
m
i
n
a
r
y
p
l
a
n
s
f
o
r
t
h
e
e
l
i
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
o
r
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
o
f
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
w
i
t
h
i
n
a
l
l
o
r
a
n
y
p
a
r
t
o
f
t
h
e
w
a
t
e
r
s
h
e
d
s
o
f
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
.
l
l
.
D
i
r
e
c
t
s
t
h
e
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
o
f
t
h
e
A
r
m
y
,
a
c
t
i
n
g
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
C
h
i
e
f
o
f
E
n
g
i
n
e
e
r
s
,
t
o
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
n
d
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
-
a
d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
w
a
s
t
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
f
o
r
t
h
e
r
e
h
a
b
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
r
e
p
a
i
r
o
f
L
a
k
e
Erie.
1
2
.
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
t
h
a
t
a
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
i
n
g
a
r
e
a
w
i
d
e
w
a
s
t
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
w
i
t
h
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
2
0
l
o
f
t
h
e
A
c
t
b
e
i
n
o
p
e
r
a
—
t
i
o
n
n
o
t
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
o
n
e
y
e
a
r
a
f
t
e
r
a
n
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
h
a
s
b
e
e
n
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
d
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
a
g
e
n
c
y
.
1
3
.
D
e
t
a
i
l
s
t
h
e
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
u
n
d
e
r
w
h
i
c
h
a
p
l
a
n
s
h
o
u
l
d
b
e
p
r
e
p
a
r
e
d
.
1
4
.
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
a
r
e
a
w
i
d
e
w
a
s
t
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
l
a
n
s
t
o
b
e
c
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
a
n
n
u
a
l
l
y
b
y
t
h
e
g
o
v
e
r
n
o
r
a
s
b
e
i
n
g
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
w
i
t
h
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
b
a
8
1
n
plans,
and
that
such
plans
then
be
submitted
to
the
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
f
o
r
a
p
p
r
o
v
a
l
.
15.
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
the
g
o
ve
r
n
o
r
wi
t
h
the
authority
to
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
one
or
m
o
r
e
w
a
s
t
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.
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l6
.
Es
ta
bl
is
he
s
a
gr
an
t
pr
og
ra
m
to
be
ad
mi
ni
st
er
ed
by
EP
A
to
pr
ov
id
e
fi
na
nc
ia
l
as
si
st
an
ce
to
an
y
ag
en
cy
de
si
gn
at
ed
fo
r
th
e
co
st
of
de
ve
l—
op
in
g
an
d
op
er
at
in
g
a
co
nt
in
ui
ng
ar
ea
wi
de
wa
st
e
tr
ea
tm
en
t
ma
na
ge
me
nt
£1
pl
an
ni
ng
pr
oc
es
s.
EP
A
an
d
th
e
Se
cr
et
ar
y
of
th
e
Ar
my
,
Ch
ie
f
of
%’
En
gi
ne
er
s,
ar
e
au
th
or
iz
ed
to
pr
ov
id
e
te
ch
ni
ca
l
as
si
st
an
ce
up
on
a. request.
_1
17.
Re
qu
ir
es
ea
ch
st
at
e
to
id
en
ti
fy
wa
te
rs
fo
r
wh
ic
h
ef
fl
ue
nt
li
mi
ta
ti
on
s
an
d
co
nt
ro
ls
ar
e
no
t
st
ri
ng
en
t
en
ou
gh
.
 
18
.
Re
qu
ir
es
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
to
is
su
e
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
in
cl
ud
in
g
gu
id
el
in
es
fo
r
id
en
ti
fy
in
g
an
d
ev
al
ua
ti
ng
th
e
na
tu
re
an
d
ex
te
nt
of
no
np
oi
nt
so
ur
ce
s
of
po
ll
ut
an
ts
an
d
pr
oc
es
se
s,
pr
oc
ed
ur
es
,
an
d
me
th
od
s
to
co
nt
ro
l
po
ll
ut
io
n
re
su
lt
in
g
fr
om
:
a)
ag
ri
cu
lt
ur
al
an
d
si
lv
ic
ul
tu
ra
l
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
;
b) mining activities;
c) all construction activities;
d) salt water intrusion;
e)
di
sp
os
al
of
po
ll
ut
an
ts
in
we
ll
s
or
in
su
bs
ur
fa
ce
ex
ca
va
ti
on
s;
f)
ch
an
ge
s
in
mo
ve
me
nt
,
fl
ow
,
or
ci
rc
ul
at
io
n
of
an
y
na
vi
ga
bl
e
waters or ground waters.
19.
Req
uir
es
tha
t
eac
h
sta
te
pre
par
e
an
ann
ual
rep
ort
to
EPA
des
cri
bin
g
wat
er
qua
lit
y a
nd
the
ext
ent
to
whi
ch
tha
t s
tat
e h
as
sou
ght
to
con
tro
l w
ate
r p
oll
uti
on.
The
se
sta
te
rep
ort
s,
tog
eth
er
wit
h a
n
EPA analysis, are sent annually to Congress.
20.
Cre
ate
s a
Nat
ion
al
Stu
dy
Com
mis
sio
n t
o i
nve
sti
gat
e a
nd
stu
dy
all
the
tec
hni
cal
asp
ect
s o
f t
he
tot
al
eco
nom
ic,
soc
ial
,
and
env
iro
n—
men
tal
eff
ect
s o
f a
chi
evi
ng
or
not
ach
iev
ing
the
eff
lue
nt
lim
ita
tio
ns
and goals set forth for 1983.
21.
Pro
hib
its
the
dis
pos
al
of
sew
age
slu
dge
wit
hou
t a
per
mit
iss
ued
by
the Administrator of EPA.
22.
Esta
blis
hes
in t
he E
PA a
Wate
r Po
llut
ion
Cont
rol
Boar
d to
advi
se
the Administrator of EPA.
23. Prohibits discharge of pollutants in Virtually all U.S. waters,
unless a permit is issued by EPA or an EPA approved program.
24. Requires EPA, in cooperation with States and their political sub—
divisions and other Federal agencies, to establish, equip, and
maintain a water quality surveillance system.
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25.
26.
27.
28.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
g
r
a
n
t
s
to
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
to
a
s
s
i
s
t
i
n
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
n
g
t
h
e
d
e
s
i
g
n
,
p
l
a
n
s
,
a
n
d
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
w
a
t
e
r
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.
E
a
c
h
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
i
s
e
l
i
g
i
b
l
e
f
o
r
75
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
.
E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
s
a
R
u
r
a
l
C
l
e
a
n
W
a
t
e
r
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
f
o
r
c
o
s
t
-
s
h
a
r
i
n
g
w
i
t
h
o
w
n
e
r
s
a
n
d
o
p
e
r
a
t
o
r
s
o
f
r
u
r
a
l
l
a
n
d
f
o
r
t
h
e
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
o
f
i
n
s
t
a
l
l
i
n
g
a
n
d
m
a
i
n
—
t
a
i
n
i
n
g
b
e
s
t
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
to
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
p
o
l
l
u
t
i
o
n
.
T
h
i
s
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
w
i
l
l
b
e
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
S
e
c
r
e
t
a
r
y
o
f
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
a
c
t
i
n
g
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
S
o
i
l
C
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
of
the
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
L
A
g
r
i
c
ul
t
ur
e
.
Cost—sharing,
on
a
five
to
t
e
n
y
e
a
r
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
b
a
s
i
s
,
w
i
l
l
b
e
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
to
50
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
e
x
c
e
p
t
in
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
c
a
s
e
s
.
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
of
t
h
i
s
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
w
i
l
l
b
e
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
to
those
areas
wh
e
r
e
EPA
has
a
p
p
r
o
ve
d
a
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
208
W
a
t
e
r
Q
ua
l
i
t
y
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
P
l
a
n
and
the
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
to
w
h
i
c
h
the
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
s
a
p
p
l
y
m
us
t
be
certified
by
the
water
quality
management
agency
to
be
consistent
with
such
plans.
Priority
will
be
given
to
areas
and
sources
that
h
a
v
e
t
h
e
m
o
s
t
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
e
f
f
e
c
t
on
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
.
Authorizes
the
Secretary,
after
notice
and
opportunity
for
public
hearing,
to
issue
general
permits
on
a
State.
regional,
or
nation—
wide
basis
for
any
category
of
activities
involving
discharges
of
dredged
or
fill
material
if
the
Secretary
determines
that
the
activities
in
such
category
are
similar
in
nature,
will
cause
only
minimal
adverse
environmental
effects
when
performed
separately,
and
will
have
only
minimal
cumulative
adverse
effect
on
the
en—
vironment.
 
Allows
the
Governor
of
any
State
desiring
to
administer
its
own
individual
and
general
permit
program
for
the
discharge
of
dredged
or
fill
material
into
the
navigable
waters
(other
than
these
waters
thCh
are
presently
used,
or
are
susceptible
to
use
in
their
natural
condition
or
by
reasonable
improvement
as
a
means
to
transport
interstate
or
foreign
commerce
shoreward
to
their
ordinary
high
water
mark,
including
all
waters
which
are
subject
to
the
ebb
and
flow
of
the
tide
shoreward
to
their
mean
high
water
mark,
or
mean
higher
high water mark
on the west
coast,
including Wetlands
ad-
jacent
thereto)
within
its jurisdiction may
submit
to
the Adminis-
trator a full and complete description of the program it proposes
to establish and administer under State law or under an interstate
compact.
In addition, such State shall submit a statement from the
attorney general (or the attorney for those State agencies which
have independent legal counsel), or from the chief legal officer
in the case of an interstate agency, that the laws of such State,
or the interstate-compact, as the case may be, provide adequate
authority to carry out thedescribed program.
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k
é
ﬁ
w
b
‘
u
m
a
a
_
-
29.
30.
St
at
es
th
at
if
th
e
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
fa
il
s
to
ma
ke
a
de
te
rm
in
at
io
n
wi
th
re
sp
ec
t
to
an
y
pr
og
ra
m
su
bm
it
te
d
by
a
St
at
e
wi
th
in
a
on
e—
hu
nd
re
d-
tw
en
ty
da
ys
af
te
r
th
e
da
te
of
th
e
re
ce
ip
t
of
su
ch
pr
og
ra
m,
su
ch
pr
og
ra
m
sh
al
l
be
de
em
ed
ap
pr
ov
ed
.
St
at
es
th
at
th
e
di
sc
ha
rg
e
of
dr
ed
ge
d
or
fi
ll
ma
te
ri
al
as
pa
rt
of
th
e
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
of
a
Fe
de
ra
l
pr
oj
ec
t
sp
ec
if
ic
al
ly
au
th
or
iz
ed
by
Co
ng
re
ss
,
wh
et
he
r
pr
io
r
to
or
on
or
af
te
r
th
e
da
te
of
en
ac
tm
en
t
of
th
is
su
bs
ec
ti
on
,
is
no
t
pr
oh
ib
it
ed
by
or
ot
he
rw
is
e
su
bj
ec
t
to
re
gu
la
ti
on
un
de
r
th
is
se
ct
io
n,
or
a
St
at
e
pr
og
ra
m
ap
pr
ov
ed
un
de
r
th
is
se
ct
io
n,
or
se
ct
io
n
30
1(
a)
or
40
2
of
th
e
Ac
t
(e
xc
ep
t
fo
r
ef
fl
ue
nt
st
an
da
rd
s
or
pr
oh
ib
it
io
ns
un
de
r
se
ct
io
n
30
7)
,
if
in
fo
rm
at
io
n
on
th
e
ef
fe
ct
s
of
su
ch
di
sc
ha
rg
e,
in
cl
ud
in
g
co
ns
id
er
at
io
n
of
th
e
gu
id
e-
li
ne
s
de
ve
lo
pe
d
un
de
r
Su
bs
ec
ti
on
(b)
(1)
of
th
is
se
ct
io
n,
is
in
cl
ud
ed
in
an
en
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
im
pa
ct
st
at
em
en
t
fo
r
su
ch
pr
oj
ec
t
pu
rs
ua
nt
to
th
e
Na
ti
on
al
En
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l
Po
li
cy
Ac
t
of
19
69
an
d
su
ch
en
vi
ro
n—
men
tal
imp
act
sta
tem
ent
has
bee
n
Sub
mit
ted
to
Con
gre
ss
bef
ore
the
ac
tu
al
di
sc
ha
rg
e
of
dr
ed
ge
d
or
fi
ll
ma
te
ri
al
in
co
nn
ec
ti
on
wi
th
th
e
con
str
uct
ion
of
suc
h
pro
jec
t
and
pri
or
to
eit
her
aut
hor
iza
tio
n
of
suc
h
pro
jec
t
or
an
app
rop
ria
tio
n
of
fun
ds
for
suc
h
con
str
uct
ion
.
Pro
gra
m G
uid
anc
e M
emo
ran
dum
of
SAM
31
Ref
ere
nce
:
40
CFR
131
.ll
(N)
Bl.
32.
33.
34.
Sti
pul
ate
s t
hat
a r
egu
lat
ory
pro
gra
m b
e s
ubm
itt
ed
for
app
rov
al
as
par
t o
f a
208
pla
n i
n t
hos
e c
ase
s w
her
e t
he
208
age
ncy
,
in
con
sul
—
tat
ion
wit
h t
he
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
str
ato
r,
has
det
erm
ine
d
tha
t s
uch
a p
rog
ram
is
the
mos
t p
rac
tic
abl
e m
eth
od
of
ass
uri
ng
tha
t a
n e
ffe
cti
ve
non
poi
nt
sou
rce
con
tro
l p
rog
ram
is
imp
lem
ent
ed.
Suc
h a
det
erm
ina
tio
n
sha
ll
be
bas
ed
on
eco
nom
ic,
tec
hni
cal
, s
oci
al,
and
env
iro
nme
nta
l
factors.
Decl
ares
that
regu
lato
ry p
rogr
ams
shou
ld b
e de
sign
ed
to a
ttai
n th
e
1983 water quality goals set forth in Section 101(a) of the Act.
They are defined as programs which are enforceable and are admin—
istered by agencies with adequate legal authority and resources
to ensure their implementation.
Does not require a regulatory program where the plan prepared under
Section 208 certifies that substantial water quality problems re-
sulting from nonpoint sources do not exist or are not likely to
develop in the foreseeable future.
Allows for a great deal of flexibility as to the particular regu-
latory program which is most appropriate to control a particular
nonpoint source. The program may address a particular category
100
 
 35.
36.
37.
38.
o
f
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
,
s
u
c
h
a
s
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
o
r
m
i
n
i
n
g
;
a
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
,
s
u
c
h
a
s
s
e
d
i
m
e
n
t
;
o
r
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
g
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
a
l
a
r
e
a
s
w
h
i
c
h
a
r
e
d
e
t
e
r
—
m
i
n
e
d
t
o
b
e
s
e
n
s
i
t
i
v
e
o
r
c
r
i
t
i
c
a
l
.
C
h
o
i
c
e
o
f
a
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
n
d
t
h
e
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
(
S
t
a
t
e
,
l
o
c
a
l
o
r
r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
)
t
o
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
w
i
l
l
d
e
p
e
n
d
o
n
t
h
e
t
y
p
e
a
n
d
e
x
t
e
n
t
o
f
t
h
e
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
,
l
e
g
a
l
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
i
e
s
,
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
a
n
d
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
i
n
t
e
r
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
.
H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
w
h
e
r
e
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
t
o
e
n
s
u
r
e
a
n
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
n
e
w
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
b
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
.
A
l
l
o
w
s
f
o
r
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
t
y
p
e
s
o
f
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
t
o
o
l
s
t
o
b
e
u
t
i
l
i
z
e
d
,
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
,
l
i
c
e
n
s
e
s
,
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
s
,
n
o
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
b
o
n
d
i
n
g
,
l
e
a
s
e
s
,
p
l
a
n
s
,
a
n
d
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
,
w
i
l
l
d
e
p
e
n
d
u
p
o
n
t
h
e
i
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y
,
s
c
o
p
e
a
n
d
t
y
p
e
o
f
n
o
n
p
o
i
n
t
s
o
u
r
c
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
to
b
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
e
d
,
l
a
n
d
o
w
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
,
a
n
d
s
u
c
h
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
f
a
c
t
o
r
s
a
s
r
a
i
n
f
a
l
l
,
s
o
i
l
c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
,
g
e
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
a
n
d
t
o
p
o
g
r
a
p
h
y
.
such as
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
a
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
o
r
y
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
t
h
e
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
:
a)
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
to
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
t
h
e
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
w
h
i
c
h
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
s
(i.e.,
an
activity,
pollutant,
or
g
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
a
l
area).
b)
a
ut
h
o
r
i
t
y
to
require
the
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
of
Best
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
Practices
and
their
periodic
revision.
c)
monitoring
and/or
inspection
authority.
d)
authority
to
implement
the
chosen
control
tool(s)
(i.e.,
permits,
licenses,
contracts,
etc.)
e)
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
.
f)
a
designated
management
agency
or
agencies
responsible
for
implementing
the
regulatory
program
with:
o
expertise
in
the
subject
matter
area
to
be
controlled
0 adequate staff
0 adequate funding
0
the
relevant
authorities
pursuant
to
Section
208(c)(2)
and 40 CFR l3l.ll(o).
Requires
a
regulatory
program
to
have
the
necessary
implementing
regulations
in
effect
and
sufficient
resources
available
to
carry
out the required activities.
Evaluates
adequacy
of
a
particular
program
to
achieve
compliance
in
light
of
the
stage
of
development
of
the
program.
In
some
juris—
dictions,
nonpoint
source
control
programs
are
already
in existence,
and
therefore,
a
certain
level
of
program maturity
exists
therein
which
may
not
exist
in jurisdictions
which lack
nonpoint
source
control experience.
Where a program is fully established and has
been in place for a period of time, it should be possible to deter—
mine its effectiveness and evaluate where changes need to be made.
Approval shall be withdrawn if the program is not being adequately
implemented or does not prove to be effective.
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my
.
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.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
In
di
ca
te
s
de
fi
ci
en
ci
es
of
a
pr
og
ra
m
co
ul
d
in
cl
ud
e
in
su
ff
ic
ie
nt
le
ga
l
au
th
or
it
y,
in
ad
eq
ua
te
ru
le
s
an
d
re
gu
la
ti
on
s,
in
ad
eq
ua
te
re
-
so
ur
ce
s
an
d
an
in
ad
eq
ua
te
ma
na
ge
me
nt
ag
en
cy
.
De
te
rm
in
at
io
ns
of
ad
eq
ua
cy
or
su
ff
ic
ie
nc
y
re
la
ti
ng
to
pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
el
em
en
ts
of
a
re
gu
-
la
to
ry
pr
og
ra
m
wi
ll
be
ma
de
by
th
e
Re
gi
on
al
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
to
r
on
a
case by case basis.
Al
lo
ws
co
nd
it
io
na
l
ap
pr
ov
al
to
be
gr
an
te
d
un
de
r
th
e
fo
ll
ow
in
g
co
n—
ditions:
a)
wh
er
e
th
e
le
gi
sl
at
iv
e
au
th
or
it
y
ex
is
ts
bu
t
me
an
s
of
im
pl
e—
—
me
nt
at
io
n
ar
e
no
t
av
ai
la
bl
e
or
ar
e
no
t
sa
ti
sf
ac
to
ry
,
su
ch
as
in
su
ff
ic
ie
nt
re
so
ur
ce
s,
la
ck
of
re
gu
la
ti
on
s,
qu
es
ti
on
s
reg
ard
ing
des
ign
ate
d
age
ncy
cap
abi
lit
y,
etc
.;
or
b)
wh
er
e
th
e
le
gi
sl
at
io
n
ha
s
be
en
in
tr
od
uc
ed
,
bu
t
no
t
en
ac
te
d;
or
c)
wh
er
e
a
sp
ec
if
ic
le
gi
sl
at
iv
e
pr
op
os
al
ha
s
be
en
de
ve
lo
pe
d
an
d
th
e
pl
an
co
nt
ai
ns
a
re
as
on
ab
le
sc
he
du
le
fo
r
in
tr
od
uc
ti
on
to the legislative body.
St
at
es
th
at
th
e
co
nd
it
io
ns
fo
r
fu
ll
ap
pr
ov
al
an
d
a
sc
he
du
le
fo
r
mee
tin
g
the
con
dit
ion
s
sho
uld
be
agr
eed
to
by
the
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
s-
tra
tor
and
the
age
ncy
(ie
s)
inv
olv
ed
pri
or
to
con
dit
ion
al
app
rov
al
being granted.
Req
uir
e
per
iod
ic
(at
lea
st
ann
ual
)
rep
ort
ing
to
the
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
s—
tra
tor
on
pro
gre
ss
bei
ng
mad
e i
n m
eet
ing
the
sch
edu
le
sha
ll
be
req
uir
ed.
Con
dit
ion
al
app
rov
al
sha
ll
be
wit
hdr
awn
if
the
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
str
ato
r f
ind
s t
he
agr
eed
to
pro
gre
ss
is
not
bei
ng
mad
e.
Pro
vid
es
the
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
str
ato
r w
ith
the
aut
hor
ity
to
dis
app
rov
e
any
reg
ula
tor
y p
rog
ram
whi
ch
doe
s n
ot
mee
t t
he
con
dit
ion
s s
et
for
th
in
thi
s m
emo
ran
dum
for
eit
her
app
rov
al
or
con
dit
ion
al
app
rov
al.
All
ows
oth
er
app
roa
che
s t
o n
onp
oin
t s
our
ce
con
tro
l t
o b
e a
ppr
ove
d
by the Regional Administrator as fulfilling the nonpoint source
cont
rol
requ
irem
ents
in S
ecti
on 2
08(b
)(2)
(F—K
) o
nly
wher
e,
in h
is
judgement, the program will result in implementation of nonpoint
source controls which will result in achievement of the desired
vwater quality goals. Full approval of non—regulatory programs
will only begiven where implementation efforts, such as hiring
of personnel or budget allocations, have commenced. If implementation
will ocdur in stages (i.e. only a portion of the total additional
personnel or funding required will be in place in year one) and
stage one has been implemented and a definite schedule for imple-
menting future stages has been agreed upon, full approval may be
granted.~ Conditional approval maybe granted where the conditions
noted below have been met, a schedule for implementation has been
agreed upon, but actual implementation has not commenced. Full
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45.
46.
47.
 r
.
“
or
conditional
approval
shall
be
given
only
when
the
following
conditions are met:
a)
identification
of
Best
Management
Practices.
b)
agreement
on
schedule
of
milestones,
such
as
implementation,
monitoring
and
program
evaluation.
c)
provision
of
an
effective
educational
program
to
inform
the
affected
public
of
the
requirements.
d)
provision
of
adequate
technical
assistance
and
financial
assistance; if needed.
e)
agreement
to
reporting
system
(at
least
annual)
to
the
Regional
Administrator
on
progress
made
in
implementation.
Allows
the
Regional
Administrator
to
require
such
information
in
these
reports
as
is
necessary
to
evaluate
milestone
progress.
Milestone
progress
can
be
shown
in
terms
of
implementation
measures,
resource
commitment,
and
water
quality
improvement.
Approval
of
non-regulatory
approaches
shall
be
withdrawn
if
the
Regional
Adminis—
trator
determines
that
implementation
milestones
are
not
being
met.
These
approaches
will
be
allowed
to
continue
from
one
reporting
period
to
the
next
only
when
continuing
and
substantial
progress,
including
the
application
of
Best
Management
Practices,
is
being
made
toward
attaining
water
quality
goals.
Where
such
progress
is
not
being
made,
approval
of
these
approaches
shall
be
revoked
and
it
will
be presumed
that
a regulatory program
is
the most
practicable
means
of
assuring
program
implementation.
Provides the Regional Administrator with the authority to disapprove
a proposed non—regulatory program as being inadequate for the nonpoint
sourca portion of the plan when he has reason to believe it will
not be effective and will not lead to the application of Best
Management Practices.
Factors he should consider in making that
determination should include the severity of the nonpoint source
problem, past experience of the involved governmental unit with
the proposed appreach, and the type of program that is proposed.
If funding sources for program implementation are not identified
with specificity and are not realistic sources, the proposed non-
regulatory program will be disapproved.
States that where substantial water quality problems continue to
exist, those programs which are merely a continuation of an existing
program (i.e., do not provide additional educational, technical,
or financial assistance, or utilize techniques and institutions
which have not been successful), which has been in place for a
sufficient time to evaluatéwits effectiveness, shall not qualify
as acceptable.
  
 48.
Sta
tes
tha
t w
her
e r
egu
lat
ory
pro
gra
ms
alr
ead
y e
xis
t
(e.
g.,
con
—
str
uct
ion
, m
ini
ng)
pro
pos
ed
new
pro
gra
ms
wil
l b
e e
xpe
cte
d
to
be
at
lea
st
as
str
ing
ent
as
exi
sti
ng
reg
ula
tor
y p
rog
ram
s,
and
if
nec
ess
ary
to achieve water quality goals, more stringent.
49.
Mak
es
the
Reg
ion
al
Adm
ini
str
ato
r r
esp
ons
ibl
e f
or
pro
vid
ing
nec
ess
ary
tec
hni
cal
ass
ist
anc
e t
o S
tat
e a
nd
loc
al
pla
nni
ng
age
nci
es
to
ass
ure
that effective programs are developed and implemented.
Administrative Responsibility
 
EPA has responsibility for administering the Act.
104
 
 r
-
POLITICAL
JURISDICTION:
Federal
 
Title or Reference:
Implementing Agencx;
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
Water
Resources
Planning
Act
Water Resources Council
Enabling Legislation
Purpose:
To
provide
for
the
optimum
development
of
the
nation's
natural
resources
through
the
coordinated
planning
of
water
and
related
land
sources.
Provisions:
l.
Establishes
the
Water
Resources
COuncil.
2.
Requires
the
Council
to
maintain
a
continuing
study
of
the
adequacy
of
water
supplies
in
the
U.S.
and
the
relation
of
regional
or
river
basin
plans
and
programs
to
the
requirements
of
the
nation;
as
well
as
evaluate
the
adequacy
of
existing
and
proposed
policies.
3.
Establishes
principles,
standards
and
procedures
for
Federal
parti—
cipants
in the preparation of
comprehensive
regional or river
plans.
4.
Establishes
the
River Basin
Commissions
upon
and details
the
commissions
membership requirements, duties and authorities.
5. Establishes the Great Lakes Basin Commission.
6.
Authorizes financial assistance to states for the development of
comprehensive water and related land resources plans.
Water Resources Council Principals and Standards for Planning and Related
Land Resources -- 38 FR 24778
Details the principals and standards established by the Water Resources
Council with regard to planning the use of the water and related land
resources. '
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Water Resources Council is responsible for reviewing and approving
any plans received from the river basin commissions, principles, standards
and procedures for Federal participants in the preparation of comprehensive
regional or river basin plans, review and evaluate Federal water and
related land resources projects.
The river basin commissions are responsible for preparing and continually
updating the comprehensive water and related land resources plan.
  
 POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Title or Reference: lwatershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of
1954 PL 83—566, 16 USCA 1001 et seq.
Implementing Agency: Department of Agriculture
Affected Land Use Activities: All categories
PrOVisions:
l. Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to establish the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Program (Small Watershed Program).
This program:
Provides technical and financial assistance in planning and
carrying out works of improvement. Assistance is provided
in planning, designing and installing watershed works of im—
provement; in sharing costs of flood prevention, irrigation,
drainage, sedimentation control, fish and wildlife developments,
public recreation, water quality, and in extending long-term
credit to help local interests with their share of the costs.
Watershed area must not exceed 250,000 acres. Capacity of a
single structure is limited to 25,000 acrefeet.
2. Requires plans and estimates for works of improvement to be prepared.
3. Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to establish theIWatershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Program. This program is designed
to provide loan assistance to local sponsors to share costs for works
of improvement in approvad watersheds. The total amount of the loans
for any single plan may not exceed $5,000,000.
4. Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture, through the Soil Conservation
Service to assist states and other Federal agencies preparing compre—
hensive plans for the development of water and related land resources
within river basins or regions, giving fmdl ccnsideration to agricul—
tural program impacts on resource development and use (River Basin
Program).
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, is responsible
ﬁor administering both the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Program and the River
BasinProgram.
The Department of Agriculture,
Farmers Home Administration, is responsible for administering the Water—
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Loans Program.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Title
or Reference:
Act
of March
3,
1879,
43 USC
31,
48,
49
and 50
Implementing
Agency:
Department
of
the
Interior,
U.S.
Geological
Survey
Affected
Land
Use
Activities:
Extractive
operations
Purpose:
To provide water information for economic development and best use of
water
resources
to
carry
on
research
in
hydrology.
Provisions:
1.
Authorizes the Secretary of the Interior,
through the Geological Survey,
to provide technical information assistance to state and other political
subdivisions of states to make topographic and geological surveys and
conduct investigations relating to mineral and water resources.
2.
Establishes the Office of the Director of the Geological Survey.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Director of the Geological Survey, Department of the Interior, is re-
sponsible for providing technical assistance to states and other political
subdivisions of states.
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POLITICAL JURISDICTION: Federal
 
Ti
tl
e
or
Re
fe
re
nc
e:
PL
74
—4
6
as
am
en
de
d
by
So
il
Co
ns
er
va
ti
on
an
d
Do
me
st
ic
Allotment PL 74—461
Imp
lem
ent
ing
Age
ncy
:
Dep
art
men
t
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re,
Agr
icu
ltu
ral
Sta
bil
iza
tio
n
and Conservation Service
Aff
ect
ed
Lan
d U
se
Act
ivi
tie
s:
all
cat
ego
rie
s
Purpose:
To
pre
ser
ve
and
imp
rov
e s
oil
fer
til
ity
, p
rom
ote
the
eco
nom
ic
use
and
con
ser
vat
ion
of
lan
d,
pro
tec
t
riv
ers
and
har
bor
s
aga
ins
t
the
res
ult
s
of
soi
l e
ros
ion
in
aid
of
mai
nta
ini
ng
the
nav
iga
bil
ity
of
wat
ers
and
wat
er-
cou
rse
s a
nd
in
aid
of
flo
od
con
tro
l a
nd
the
pre
ven
tio
n a
nd
aba
tem
ent
of
agricultural-related pollution.
Provisions:
1.
Aut
hor
ize
s
the
Sec
ret
ary
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re
to
mak
e p
aym
ent
s o
r g
ran
ts
of
aid
to
far
mer
s,
ran
che
rs
and
woo
dla
nd
own
ers
(pr
ima
ril
y t
hro
ugh
cos
t-s
har
ing
) t
o c
arr
y o
ut
app
rov
ed
soi
l,
wat
er,
woo
dla
nd,
and
wildlife conservation practices.
2.
Pro
vid
es
the
Sec
ret
ary
of
Agr
icu
ltu
re
wit
h t
he
aut
hor
ity
to
cre
ate
a p
rog
ram
(So
il
and
Wat
er
Con
ser
vat
ion
Pro
gra
m)
tha
t p
rov
ide
s t
ech
—
nic
al
and
con
Sul
tat
ive
ass
ist
anc
e t
o i
ndi
vid
ual
s,
gro
ups
and
uni
ts
of
gov
ern
men
t i
n p
lan
nin
g a
nd
app
lyi
ng
soi
l a
nd
wat
er
con
ser
vat
ion
plans.
3.
Auth
oriz
es
the
Secr
etar
y of
Agri
cult
ure
to c
reat
e a
prog
ram
(Pla
nt
Mat
eri
als
for
Con
ser
vat
ion
Pro
gra
m)
tha
t s
eek
s t
o i
ntr
odu
ce
new
and
imp
rov
ed
pla
nt
mat
eri
als
for
soi
l,
wat
er,
wil
dli
fe
con
ser
vat
ion
and environmental improvement.
Administrative Responsibilities:
The Department of Agriculture is responsible for administering all the
above programs. The Soil Conservation Service, a division of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, is responsible for administering the Soil and Water
Conservation Program. SCS offices are located in nearly all counties
throughout the country. SCS representatives are responsible for providing
technical services to landowners and land users; helping prepare and re-
vise conservation plans; making field investigations and recommendations
on land use and treatment for school, sanitary landfill, hospital, rec-
reation and water and sewer facilities; and providng technical infor—
mation to government bodies for use in enacting zoning ordinances, land
use regulations, sanitary codes and building codes and standards.
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